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Update to the new Rheinmetall Factory

[SPIEGEL - webarchive](https://archive.is/4ybr3)

>According to SPIEGEL, Scholz will attend the ground laying ceremony for an ammunition plant with Defence Minister Boris Pistorius in Unterlüß, Lower Saxony, on **12 February**. Armaments manufacturer Rheinmetall has big plans there. Group CEO Armin Papperger is planning to build a large new plant for the production of 155-millimetre artillery ammunition within a short space of time. If the manager's plans materialise, he wants to be able to **produce up to 200,000 artillery shells a year in Lower Saxony alone by 2025**. He plans to invest almost 300 million euros in Unterlüß for this purpose.

The reported new Rheinmetall factory in Germany will already start construction this month. The plan is to produce 200.000 155mm rounds from 2025 on already. This will represent a sizeable capability upgrade. The Rheinmetall group is projecting a annual production rate of 700.000 155mm rounds at the end of this year already.

The article continues:

>The German government now wants to solve the problem by giving the industry long-term purchase guarantees. One way of doing this would be to place orders with other EU partners. In future, defence companies should also be **allowed to produce equipment and projectiles in stock** so that they are immediately available in an emergency. However, these plans require a departure from the restrictive armaments policy. According to the German government, this will not be possible without legislative changes.

In my opinion, just as big, the German government is planning to change laws in regards to heavy weapons. At the moment, to start production of heavy equipment like this, a permission is required. Changing these laws would be a large change to how the defence industry is handled in Germany. Also, long-term contracts would also be a boost here.
Surprisingly, Orban and his Fidesz Party are purportedly still willing to play hardball with Sweden. This, once again, may just be a negotiating ploy, but he truly seems to have gone well past the point of diminishing returns without much care:

>[Orban Escalates Standoff Over Sweden’s Accession to NATO](https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2024-02-02/hungary-won-t-vote-on-sweden-s-nato-bid-until-pms-meet-atv-says?srnd=politics-vp)

>* Hungary won’t ratify NATO bid until Swedish leader visits: ATV
>* US senator urges penalties against ‘least reliable’ NATO ally

>Hungarian Prime Minister Viktor Orban escalated a standoff with Western allies over Sweden’s NATO accession after a senior US lawmaker called for potential sanctions against the lone holdout.

>Orban’s lawmakers won’t allow a parliamentary vote on ratifying Sweden’s bid until the Nordic country’s leader visits Budapest to meet with his Hungarian counterpart, ATV television reported, citing the ruling Fidesz party. They’ll also boycott a special session the opposition called for Monday on the accession, ATV said on its website.

>Swedish Foreign Minister Tobias Billstrom declined to comment on the report. Fidesz’s parliamentary group didn’t respond to a phone call or email from Bloomberg.

>Orban’s invitation for Swedish Prime Minister Ulf Kristersson to visit Hungary was extended last month in what was seen as a face-saving step for the nationalist leader after he broke a pledge to ratify Sweden’s accession before Turkey.

>Patience over Orban’s obstructionism is wearing thin both inside the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the European Union. On Thursday, Orban finally dropped his opposition to a €50 billion ($54.4 billion) EU aid package for Ukraine after becoming the only of the bloc’s 27 leaders to veto it in December.

>Hungary is the “least reliable” NATO member,” US Senator Ben Cardin, the Democratic chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, said in a statement on Thursday. He urged the Biden administration to consider imposing sanctions on Hungary for corruption and also to weigh the possibility of scrapping its participation in a US visa-waiver program.

>Kristersson met Orban on Thursday on the sidelines of an EU summit in Brussels, but said he preferred to come to Budapest only after Hungary’s parliament ratified Sweden’s NATO bid.

>He’s been keen to avoid any optics of negotiating with Orban over his country’s accession, after Sweden received an invitation last year to join the military alliance. Sweden’s membership is seen as crucial for bolstering NATO’s ability to defend its eastern flank nearly two years after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine.

Elsewhere in Europe, tensions between the Serbs and Kosovo are, once again, ramping up:


>[Vucic Vows to Keep Up Support as Kosovo Cracks Down on Dinar](https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2024-02-02/vucic-vows-to-keep-up-support-as-kosovo-cracks-down-on-dinar?srnd=politics-vp)

>* Ethnic Serbs in Kosovo ‘won’t stand a chance,’ Vucic says
>* US, EU maintain criticism after Kosovo enforces euro currency

>Serbian President Aleksandar Vucic vowed to maintain financial support for ethnic Serbs in Kosovo as the US and European Union reinforced their condemnation of new rules enforcing the euro as the nation’s sole currency.

>The currency restriction is the latest front in mounting tensions between Serbia and Kosovo, who have defied diplomatic efforts to normalize their relations as they seek to join the EU. Serbia, as well as the US and EU, says the new restrictions threaten to imperil financial lifelines to Serbs in Kosovo who use the Serbian dinar.

>Kosovo, which unilaterally declared independence from Serbia in 2008, isn’t a member of the euro area, but has used the European single currency as a defacto legal tender since euro bank notes were introduced in 2002. Serbia refuses to recognize Kosovo and ethnic Serbs there receive salaries and pensions and make investments with the dinar, Serbia’s currency.

>The currency dispute risks escalating tensions between the Balkan neighbors after outbreaks of violence last year, the worst in two decades. A high-level intervention by EU leaders in October, attended by both Vucic and Kurti, made little progress on bringing the two closer.

Lastly, Spain is getting more serious about its defense and wants GD to invest more in the country:

>[Spain Pushes Defense Firm General Dynamics to Step Up Local Spending](https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2024-02-02/spain-pushes-general-dynamics-to-step-up-spending-in-local-unit?srnd=politics-vp)

>* Government wants more money on research, people familiar say
>* Premier Sanchez seeking to strengthen local defense industry

>Spain’s government is looking for ways to ensure defense firm General Dynamics Corp’s local unit makes bigger investments in the country, according to people familiar with the issue.

>The government wants General Dynamics’s Santa Barbara Sistemas to spend more on research and development, improve relations with central and regional governments, and do more value-added work in Spain, said the people who asked not to be named on a confidential matter.

>Madrid however is struggling to achieve its objective partly because Santa Barbara reports to European leadership, which in turn reports to the group, making communications with top decisions makers in General Dynamics cumbersome, said one of the people.

>Prime Minister Pedro Sanchez’s administration has been seeking to strengthen its defense industry especially since the Russian invasion of Ukraine. A core part of its strategy is spending more on defense while also helping Indra Sistemas SA, a company in which it owns about 28%, become bigger with the aim of making it into a national champion at the center of the local arms industry.

Not sure how many are aware, but [JPM](https://www.reuters.com/markets/deals/jpmorgan-buys-106-stake-spanish-defence-company-indra-2023-11-30/#:~:text=JPMorgan%20buys%20a%2010.6%25%20stake%20in%20Spanish%20defence%20company%20Indra,-Reuters&text=The%20JPMorgan%20stake%20in%20Indra,294.10%20million%20at%20market%20prices.) acquired a ~11% stake in Indra last year.
Covert Cabal notes a massive decrease in Russian artillery stockpiles since October, using satellite imagery.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FozvYM2Zhpw

Given the starting quantities, there is still a lot left, although the state it's in is unknown (and it's likely the best-condition equipment has been withdrawn first).
May just be a one-off, but a new Russian APC variant has been spotted, combining two obsolete platforms. A [BTR-50 with a BTR-70](https://x.com/moklasen/status/1753365351654441456?s=20) turret mounted on top was spotted in a recent failed attack at Novomyhailivka.

The BTR-50 normally does not have a protected gunner position, but while it is a significant fire support improvement, the turret may not be stabilized, limiting its usefulness. The Russians have [over a thousand](https://x.com/HighMarsed/status/1752250626732368247?s=20) of obsolete BTR-60s and BTR-70s in [storage](https://x.com/HighMarsed/status/1750931988041646200?s=20). Meanwhile, [dozens](https://x.com/HighMarsed/status/1750544153706909933?s=20) of BTR-50s have been removed from storage. Though outdated, it's a decent enough upgrade in my opinion if the goal is just to serve as a battle taxi and if the BTR-50 was going to be delivered anyways. Though, good luck to anyone inside these thin-skinned antiques.
Two interviews with Ukrainian servicemen provide some understanding and context to a couple of the more unique aspects of the Russia-Ukraine war.  First one details his experience with the increasing number of ground robots the UAF has been able to use in combat situations.  Second a UAF naval artillery commander describes his experience using different types of artillery on barges to attack Snake Island early in the war.  

[Ukraine’s Commander Shares His Experience with Combat Robots on War | Defense Express | February 2024](https://en.defence-ua.com/news/ukraines_commander_shares_his_experience_with_combat_robots_on_war-9379.html)

[[Video] 30 Min in Ukrainian](https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qcj8bRec9dM)

*The Armed Forces of Ukraine are expanding use of various ground robotic platforms on the battlefield. They use both small robots to mine areas as well as systems like THeMIS robotic platforms, which are used to transport equipment and ammunition, evacuate the wounded soldiers and so on. It is known how Ukrainian soldiers are using the Ironclad combat robot along with ShaBlya remote weapon station by Roboneers company.*

*Commander of the 30th Prince Konstanty Ostrogski Mechanized Brigade, Colonel Volodymyr Silenko told in interview with Army TV what systems are used by Ukrainian militaries and how they are used.*

*He had practical work with ground robotic systems of various types. He told that such systems have helped to evacuate wounded soldiesrs. But also he told about work with the 5th SeparateAssault Brigade, which used Browning M2 machine gun mounted on a base platform to fire Russian occupiers.*

*"In general, these are interesting systems, because we don't endanger our personnel as much," Silenko said.According to his opinion, the number of such systems in the troops will be increased and improved. In particular, he also hints about possibility of increasing the range of such weapons.*

*But Russian means of destruction should not be underestimated. "Another point is how the enemy will be able to defeat all this with its own forces and means. They can use FPV drones, anti-tank weapons, and so on," Colonel said.*

*"One person controls drone, that 'carries' one or even two wounded, instead of involve two, three or even four people for each wounded person," Silenko says about the pros of using robotic platforms to evacuate the wounded personnel.*

*Of course, such platforms also have their cons. In particular, in summer, greenery and herb may limit visibility for the drone as well as such platforms cannot always be successfully used in difficult terrain. In addition, such platform may be effective in one direction, while not in another.*

[​Rare Footage: Ukrainian Forces Fire Uragan Barrage on Snake Island in May 2022 | Defense Express | February 2024](https://en.defence-ua.com/news/rare_footage_ukrainian_forces_fire_uragan_barrage_on_snake_island_in_may_2022-9382.html)

[[Video]](https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5tkaFcaIv74)

*The article featured in [Dumskaya](https://dumskaya.net/news/kak-komandir-raketnoy-batarei-ivan-izhitckiy-otk-181944/ua/) presents a fascinating story from a conversation with Ukrainian serviceman Ivan Izhytskyi, who commands a rocket artillery battery within a unit of the Ukrainian Navy. He provides insights into a series of events of 2022, detailing the marines’ strategic use of multiple rocket launchers to target Russian ships and a special operation during the liberation of Snake Island.*

*In recounting the special operation, Ivan Izhytskyi shares Major Dunay’s message, “You’re up for an adventure; you used to work with the Uragan system.” Ivan Izhytskyi, expressing his willingness, states, “I said that if a dozen more orcs die, then I’m definitely in.” Subsequently, in early May 2022, the military loaded their BM-27 Uragan MLRS onto a barge, strategically selecting an inconspicuous location to shell Snake Island. Ivan recalls the challenge of targeting due to the barge’s slight swaying, but the results were noteworthy: out of 16 shells fired, 11 successfully hit the island.*

*This operation served as a catalyst for subsequent attacks on Snake Island utilizing artillery systems, marking the beginning of the season, as Ivan puts it. Notably, the Armed Forces of Ukraine creatively converted the CAESAR system into a “floating battery” to engage Russians on Snake Island. The systems on the barge demonstrated mobility up to 10 km from the shore. Additionally, the Ukrainian-developed 2S22 Bohdana self-propelled artillery system played a role in the island’s liberation, guided by the Turkish Bayraktar TB2 drone.*
Is there some kind of new Ukrainian drone policy to strike Russian oil and gas infrastructure dispersed in the countryside? There seems to be an uptick in fuel and gas terminals burning.
"Ukraine informs U.S. about decision to fire top general


White House officials did not support or object to the planned ouster of Gen. Valery Zaluzhny, saying it’s President Volodymyr Zelensky’s sovereign choice, people familiar with the matter said"


https://www.washingtonpost.com/national-security/2024/02/02/zaluzhny-zelensky-white-house/


https://archive.vn/V5xpU


Oliver Carroll from The Economist is speculating that the reason it's not announced is that it's hard getting a replacement to agree.


https://twitter.com/olliecarroll/status/1753511667986469355
The energy campaign continues:


[Fire Extinguished at Russia’s Lukoil Plant After Drone Downed](https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2024-02-03/russia-ukraine-war-major-oil-refinery-set-ablaze-after-drone-downed)


>In recent weeks, several Russian oil-processing and storage facilities have been targeted or damaged in what appeared to be Ukrainian drone attacks. As the the war between the two countries is soon to enter a third year, Ukraine is focusing on targets that provide revenue to the Russian state and supply fuel to the Russian army.


>Lukoil’s Volgograd refinery, one of the nation’s largest, processed almost 289,000 barrels a day of crude oil in the first 24 days of January, or more than 5% of Russia’s total crude-processing volume, according to a person familiar with industry data.


[Here](https://twitter.com/Maks_NAFO_FELLA/status/1753691150366449775) are some photos of the fire. Russia already has to [cut exports](https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/russia-cuts-gasoline-diesel-exports-offset-refinery-outages-2024-01-31/):


>Russian energy giant Novatek (NVTK.MM) on Jan. 21 was forced to suspend some operations at the huge Baltic Sea fuel export terminal at Ust-luga, as well as "technological processes" at a nearby fuel-producing complex, after a fire, started by what Ukrainian media said was a drone attack.


>Russia will likely cut exports of naphtha by some 127,500-136,000 barrels per day, or around a third of its total exports, after fires disrupted operations at refineries on the Baltic and Black Seas, according to traders and LSEG ship-tracking data.


Without Western support, Ukraine would probably be even bolder, perhaps blockading all exports from nearby Russian ports. It would be a good idea for the rest of the world to make contingency plans in case this happens.


The Houthis are another wildcard. Supposedly they don't hit Russian goods, but [not all](https://www.reuters.com/world/middle-east/traders-divert-russian-oil-products-around-africa-avoid-red-sea-sources-lseg-2024-01-31/) traders agree:


>ince the full EU embargo on Russian oil products took effect in February 2023, traders have rerouted fuel oil, vacuum gasoil (VGO) and naphtha cargoes from Russian ports to Asia and the Middle East via the Red Sea and the Suez Canal as the shortest sea route.


>According to LSEG shipping data, fuel oil and VGO loaded on two tankers Nissos Christiana and Alkinoos at the Russian Baltic ports, had turned around in the Mediterranean Sea and were skirting the coast of Africa on their way to India and Singapore.


This makes Russian oil [less competitive](https://www.reuters.com/markets/commodities/indias-oil-imports-russia-hit-12-month-low-jan-sanctions-bite-2024-02-01/), especially on the Indian market:



> "The narrowing of Russian crude discounts versus Middle Eastern crude, recent U.S. sanctions on shipowners carrying Russian crude above the price cap and rising tanker premiums as a result of the Red Sea attacks have made Russian crude less attractive for Indian refiners in recent months," said Serena Huang, Vortexa's head of APAC analysis.


>India's imports of Russian crude could fall further in the coming months, she added.
Yesterday there was another discussion about F/A-18s being sent to Ukraine, this time about RAAF ones. Again the issue of them being in a very poor state came up which I recall was also a big issue with the Canadian CF-18s.

Are these issues unique to the F/A-18s? Are they more maintenance heavy than other aircrafts or are/were the RAAF and Canadian Air Force in a particularly bad state?
Outside of the usual hotspots, there's a lot of other stuff happening in the globe. Starting with New Zealand and AUKUS:

>[New Zealand Takes Step Toward Joining Aukus Security Pact](https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2024-02-01/new-zealand-takes-step-toward-joining-aukus-security-pact?srnd=null)

>* Australia set to send officials to Wellington for discussions
>* Pact largely targets China’s perceived military assertiveness


>New Zealand has agreed to officially explore the potential benefits of joining the Aukus pact, the latest sign that Wellington will contribute to the security agreement mainly aimed at countering China.

>Australia will send a team of officials to New Zealand soon to discuss pillar two of Aukus, which relates to cooperation in strategically sensitive areas including quantum computing and artificial intelligence, the foreign affairs and defense minsters of both countries said after meetings in Melbourne on Thursday. The other members of Aukus are the US and the UK.

>“Australian officials have been asked to work together with New Zealand officials to see some of the opportunities that are available in Aukus Two for New Zealand,” Judith Collins, New Zealand’s defense minister, said at a joint news conference. “The opportunities that are open to our space and technology sectors are actually immense.”

>The Aukus pact, signed in September 2021, has largely made headlines for the first pillar, in which London and Washington agreed to help Canberra field its own fleet of nuclear-powered submarines by the 2040s. New Zealand, which has a nuclear-free policy, is only interested in pillar two.

>New Zealand Prime Minister Christopher Luxon previously expressed interest in exploring the benefits that Aukus pillar two could bring to his country. During his first visit to Australia as leader in December, Luxon said the security accord was an “important element” to ensuring peace and stability in the Indo-Pacific region.

>Other nations including Japan have also expressed interest in pillar two.

Now, reminder that there have been reports of SK's preliminary interest in joining AUKUS and acquiring its own nuclear submarines after NK tested a SLBM last year. And that case would be helped by:

>[North Korea tests more cruise missiles as leader Kim calls for war readiness](https://apnews.com/article/north-korea-warships-kim-jong-un-7b95a61efb1b099b6b9142369d465629)

>North Korea on Friday extended a provocative series of weapons tests by firing cruise missiles into the sea, as leader Kim Jong Un called for his military to step up war preparations and toured a shipyard.

>South Korea’s Joint Chiefs of Staff said the U.S. and South Korean militaries were analyzing the North Korean launches into its western sea. It said South Korea’s military detected multiple missiles but it did not immediately provide a specific number or an assessment of their flights.

>The launches, which were North Korea’s fourth round of cruise missile tests in 2024, came hours after state media reported that Kim reiterated his focus on strengthening his naval forces as he inspected unspecified naval projects at a shipyard in Nampho on the west coast.

Is this just bluster? Is it anything more serious? You decide. 

Moving along, Maduro is back to his old tricks just after cooling tensions with Guyana slightly, and the U.S. is signaling it's not willing to just play along:

>[US Officials Will Travel to Bogotá Amid Rising Venezuela Tensions](https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2024-02-01/us-officials-to-travel-to-bogota-amid-rising-venezuela-tensions?srnd=null)

>* Meetings to take place a week after the US restored sanctions
>* Petro has been key ally to Maduro since taking office in 2022

>Top Biden administration officials are set to hold high-level meetings with counterparts from Colombia in Bogotá next week amid increasing tensions with neighboring Venezuela.

>US Principal Deputy National Security Advisor Jon Finer and the National Security Council’s senior director for the Western Hemisphere Juan González will travel to Colombia’s capital and hold meetings alongside Chief of Mission of the Venezuelan Affairs Unit Francisco Palmieri, according to people with knowledge of the matter, who asked not to be named because the discussions are confidential.

>Colombian President Gustavo Petro, a key ally to Venezuelan President Nicolas Maduro since taking office in 2022, is expected to be at the meeting, two people with knowledge of the plans said.

>The meetings will take place a week after the Biden administration restored sanctions on Venezuela’s gold sector and said it would allow a six-month suspension on sanctions on the oil and gas sector to expire in April if opposition candidates remained barred from running in this year’s presidential elections.

>The Biden administration had issued a license in October authorizing energy sector transactions as a gesture of goodwill after Maduro’s government entered talks with some members of the opposition.

>While several regional leaders expressed their concern after Venezuela’s top court ratified its ban on Machado, Petro has not spoken out about the matter. In June, he tweeted that no authority “should take away political rights from any citizen,” in reference to Machado. Petro, who was once also banned from holding public office in Colombia, had his political rights reinstated in 2017.


Lastly, things in West Africa are still dire:

>[Three West African Juntas Reiterate Immediate Ecowas Exit](https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2024-01-30/three-west-african-juntas-reiterate-immediate-ecowas-bloc-exit?srnd=null)

>* Mali, Niger and Burkina Faso put decision in writing to Ecowas
>* Ecowas has pushed for return to democracy in the countries

>Mali, Niger and Burkina Faso plan to withdraw from the Economic Community of West African States immediately after the regional bloc pushed for a return to civilian rule.

>The nations communicated their plans to the Ecowas Commission in separate letters copied to reporters on Monday and Tuesday.

>The 15-member regional union had pushed for a return to civilian rule in all the three countries since the putsches, which started with Mali in 2020. Ecowas introduced far-reaching economic and diplomatic sanctions to exert pressure on some of the blocs poorest, who are also battling a sprawling Islamist insurgency.

>Mali and Burkina Faso were scheduled to hold elections this year, according to agreements with Ecowas, while talks with Niger have yet to start.

>The bloc on Sunday said it was ready to negotiate with the juntas to find a solution to the crisis, noting that it had not yet received the formal one-year notice necessary to withdraw from the bloc.

>The African Union called for talks to be intensified in order to preserve unity. The African Union Commission is available “to provide all the assistance in its power for the success of fraternal dialog, far from all external interference,” commission president Moussa Faki Mahamat, said in a statement on Tuesday.
[The already infamous (at least for me) donation of 100 Bulgarian BTRs (60PB) is finally being carried out.](https://offnews.bg/obshtestvo/balgarskite-btr-i-naj-setne-potegliha-kam-ukrajna-817244.html)

However, it is more disappointing than even I expected. From the few pictures, one can see that the vehicles have not even been cleaned from dead flora or be repainted in less conspicuous colours (as they were originally designated for gendarmerie / police).

I guess we might as well be glad that the tires can (seemingly) hold air. Honestly, I am not sure how much, if any use UA can have with these. Perhaps for training purposes it could be ok.

Source in Bulgarian, but pictures are clearly visible.

EDIT: it seems the number of vehicles is about 130 or so.
[BBC: US and UK strikes fail to slow Houthi attacks](https://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-68159939)

The BBC published an analysis of the ongoing Houthi attacks, and concluded that US/Uk efforts have not succeeded in halting or mitigating the problem. Instead, it's gotten worse at a faster pace. They compared last year's shipping data with data from this year before and after Prosperity Guardian. Since the airstrikes began, the frequency of Houthi attacks has increased, not decreased, and commercial shipping volumes have decreased, not increased. 

Some tactical changes were observed, like more missiles over drones and shifting attacks further south. Also, the targets are now primarily American/British commercial vessels. Shipping and insurance costs have unsurprisingly spiked, while traffic has of course slumped, though moreso for container than oil vessels. Interestingly, the proportion of Chinese vessels transiting the Red Sea has more than doubled.
Coming on the heels of a [different ICJ decision related to the conflict between Russia and Ukraine made a few days ago](https://www.reddit.com/r/CredibleDefense/s/2FriKFJPZm), today the court ruled that [Ukraine's case that it had not been engaging in genocide in Eastern Ukraine can move forward](https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/world-court-rule-jurisdiction-russia-ukraine-genocide-case-2024-02-02/).

One of Russia's (many) claimed motivations for invading Eastern Ukraine in 2014, and launching the full scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 was to "prevent the genocide of Russian speakers" in Eastern Ukraine. For their part, Russia's lawyers before the court argued that Ukraine's case should be thrown out for lack of standing. 

The case will likely not be decided for several months, and whatever the court does eventually rule on are non-binding. Notably the court had previously ordered Russia to cease their war in Ukraine, a ruling which Russia has refused to abide.
US strikes Iran-backed militants.

> The United States on Friday carried out a series of military strikes against Iran-backed militants in half a dozen sites in Iraq and Syria, according to a U.S. Defense Department official, marking a sharp escalation of the war in the Middle East that the Biden administration has for four months sought to avoid.


https://www.nytimes.com/live/2024/02/02/world/us-iran-strikes-middle-east-news

I'm looking for exact targets.
[Reuters: Turkey still interested in Eurofighters despite progress on US F-16s](https://www.reuters.com/business/aerospace-defense/turkey-still-interested-eurofighters-despite-progress-us-f-16s-2024-02-01/)

>ANKARA, Feb 1 (Reuters) - Turkey is still interested in buying 40 Eurofighter Typhoon jets, a Turkish defence ministry official said on Thursday after the United States advanced the $23 billion sale of its F-16 fighter jets to Ankara. \[...\] "We are still interested, we expect the consortium member Germany's positive approach on this issue," the official said.

Interesting development from Turkey. After the approval for the F-16 it was assumed that Turkey would stopp pursuing the Eurofighter Typhoon. Reuters reported yesterday that allegedly Turkey is still looking at procuring Eurofighters in addition to the F-16s. 

I dont know how to place this. Could it be that this is a reaction to the US approving the sale of up to 40 F-35s to Greece (so Turkey tries to increase its number of 4th gen jets further)? Or maybe hinting at possible delays to the their own jet program, the Kaan?
Is there a reason the US doesn't give/sell its allies old aircraft or helicopter carriers? Would a Tarawas class or the uss enterprise, maybe some decommissioned Nimitz in the future? Even if we stripped them to the hull could they not be useful for Canada, uk, Australia, Japan l, etc? I think I read the Nimitz class will start decommissioning around 2027, maybe sooner.  If we removed the nuclear fuel and any important weapons/systems would it not be attractive in the slightest?
[Unsurprisingly](https://www.theguardian.com/world/2024/feb/02/russia-says-dead-souls-found-among-anti-war-candidate-boris-nadezhdin-backers) russian "opposition" candidate is likely to get banned from running against Putin.

This comes [after](https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/top-russian-court-backs-move-bar-anti-war-politician-running-against-putin-2023-12-27/) a different, previously unknown candidate got also banned.
[Outrage over Pro-Russian AfD Worker Moscow's Man in the Bundestag](https://www.spiegel.de/international/germany/germany-pro-russian-afd-worker-moscow-s-man-in-the-bundestag-a-5fb8d1ef-ee5b-44d2-9cce-850d19651be8)
> A pro-Russian activist with close ties to Moscow works for an AfD member of the federal parliament, giving him access to the seat of German democracy. Security authorities are alarmed by the man, who holds both German and Russian citizenship. Nevertheless, it seems there is little they can do. 

>When Vladimir Sergienko, 52, appears on Russian state television, he rarely minces words. If the situation for Ukrainian civilians is so unbearable, then it is time for Kyiv to be thinking about surrendering, he told the station NTV a few months ago. Otherwise, he said, the war would continue until Ukraine no longer posed any danger to Russia.

>NATO, Sergienko warned in the broadcast, shouldn't get the idea of attacking Russia. "Within 12 minutes, something will begin that can't be stopped. There will be no more Warsaw, nothing." It had obviously been an allusion to nuclear war.


>In the course of its reporting, DER SPIEGEL learned that he now works as a staff member for the AfD member of parliament Eugen Schmidt. He has full access to the buildings of parliament in Berlin, which has left people within the security apparatus growing increasingly nervous.

>There is suspicion that the eloquent man has provided the Kremlin with indirect access to the Bundestag, the federal parliament and heart of German democracy. Western intelligence services suspect that Sergienko may be exerting influence on the AfD on behalf of Moscow. They believe it is also possible that he is supplying the party or people close to it with money. Customs workers twice discovered large sums of cash on Sergienko after his many trips to Russia.

>In Germany, on the other hand, the government has appeared somewhat helpless so far in dealing with the propagandist. Despite serious misgivings on the part of high-ranking officials, he was even granted a German passport a few months ago. The episode reveals how the principle of defensible democracy in Germany sometimes reaches its limits.

>In practice, though, that would change little anyway. "Sergienko has been living legally in Germany for more than 30 years," the official says. "Whether with a German passport or without: We won't be able to get rid of him."

I am continuing to be baffled and outright despaired with the current state of western democracies absence of a response against foreign influence. It's almost becoming comical if it wasn't a dead serious matter. Above situation is classical example of country falling into the trap of the paradox of tolerance, e.g. if you tolerate the intolerant they can end the tolerance.

It's seems there are deep structural flaws in thinking about foreign influence which gets reflected in the institutions and laws of western governments, like for example the reach and scope of intelligence agencies on these matters. A solution always begins with the discussion of the problem in public and political discourse. But that seems largely absent from parties that stand for the liberal democracy, at least, I don't see any serious signs of it. Imho that is extremely worrying.
Could/should the australian military be remodeled after the US Marines? Like combine all the service branches into one kinda thing, would that be dumb?
Didn’t see this posted anywhere else but it looks like the Russians may have lost a general in the airfield attack from the other day. https://twitter.com/NOELreports/status/1753348181172027549
NOEL reports both a command center and a communications center were struck. I’m unsure if this is just coincidence as the missiles targeting those happened to get through, or if this is a deliberate choice to prioritize personnel and communications capabilities over aircraft and munitions. If it’s the latter it makes a certain degree of sense. Russia has a large number of aircraft, not necessarily pilots and competent commanders.
Rob Lee addresses the elephant in the room, which has been studiously avoided by Western analysts.

[Ukraine faces two acute issues right now: a lack of ammunition and a lack of infantry. The longer these two issues are not properly addressed, the more Ukraine's disadvantage will grow.](https://x.com/RALee85/status/1753470321183646021?s=20)

Despite having 880,000 men in its army Ukraine is facing a shortage of infantry. This might seem paradoxical, but is actually a logical consequence of early mass mobilisation followed by a very low mobilisation/replacement rate throughout 2023.

Usually (and in this war, too) most of the losses happen at "the tip of the spear" - in combat frontline units, i.e. infantry. That is expected and acceptable if your mobilisation/replacement system works - 80% of your losses are infantry, and you channel 80% of the new replacements into infantry.

When the mobilisation system fails to produce adequate replacements (like in Ukraine in 2023) - you keep losing frontline infantry, but your mobilisation cannot replace the losses adequately. The result is a *disproportionate* loss of combat ability.

In other words - if we assume that Ukraine lost 100k infantry in 2023 without replacing them - the combat capacity loss is not 100k out of a total of 880k. It is 100k out of a total of XXXk frontline combat troops. XXXk can only be guessed at, but if we generously estimate it at 50% of the 880k total, it will be about 450k troops.

*Zaluzhny is right.* Ukraine must remake its mobilisation system. Applying bandaid solutions like transfers of soldiers from non-combat to combat units, mobilisation of medical exemptions, roving patrols capturing citizens at random, calls upon refugees in the EU to return - they are not going to work. Not for long.
[removed]
Putin publicly acknowledged difficulties with dealing with Ukrainian UAVs in one area. He also recognised the Russian "Achilles heel" - the weakness of the radio-electronic basis/foundation (presumably the scientific-technical backwardness of the Russian electronics industry).

However, he hinted that Russia was catching up in this area - i.e. making faster progress than the enemy.

&#x200B;

>**Putin discussed with the General Staff the difficulties caused by UAVs in one of the areas in the Special Military Operation zone**  
>  
>https://ta s s. ru/armiya-i-opk/19886729  
>  
>Russian President Vladimir Putin said that in the morning he spoke with the General Staff, they said that there were difficulties due to unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) in one of the areas in the SMO zone. The head of state spoke about this at a meeting with participants of the “Everything for Victory!” forum.  
>  
>“I just spoke with the General Staff in the morning: in one of the areas, of course, the complexity of the situation is connected precisely with unmanned aerial vehicles,” Putin said. He noted that from daily contacts with the military, with the guys who are fighting directly on the front line, he draws a conclusion about the importance of drones.  
>  
>One of the meeting participants told the president that with the beginning of the SMO, a group of microelectronics and programming enthusiasts developed and began to produce devices for detecting and comprehensively suppressing UAVs. He asked for the opportunity to integrate his activities into a project for the development of Russian electronics and gain access to the component base. Putin promised to provide assistance and instructed Deputy Prime Minister - Minister of Industry and Trade Denis Manturov to deal with this issue. “What you are doing is extremely important. And, of course, we need to help you. Denis Valentinovich Manturov is here, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Industry. We are now investing most of our money in the revival of microelectronics. Not just radio electronics, but microelectronics,” - Putin said.  
>  
>He added that there are relevant research institutions in this area that work effectively and achieve good results. The President complained that the radio-electronic foundation is an area where there is work to be done. “This is our Achilles heel, one of them. But we are moving in the right direction. The horizon, so to speak, is not constantly moving away,” Putin noted, although he acknowledged that competitors are also moving forward. “But the pace of our movement is quite good. And I won’t go into details now, because some things are very sensitive. It’s better not to talk about them out loud for now,” he concluded.
[removed]
Financial Times admits many Western analysts seriously underestimated the resilience of the Russian economy

[The Surprising Resilience of the Russian Economy](https://www.ft.com/content/d304a182-997d-4dae-98a1-aa7c691526db)

https://archive.is/9PbSE (non-paywalled)

I find it remarkable that some still try to stick to the old, tired "Russia=gas station" simile:

>“The regime is resilient because it sits on an oil rig,” says Elina Ribakova, a non-resident senior fellow at the Peterson Institute for International Economics. “The Russian economy now is like a gas station that has started producing tanks.”

The comparison obviously and clearly does not work. A gas station that can produce tanks is not a gas station. A country that outproduces the entire West in most military production categories is neither a gas station nor just another Italy-sized GDP.

Yes, the Western GDP is much larger than the Russian, but something is wrong with that measurement if it can't be translated into a production and fabrication advantage. If most of your GDP is service-oriented you will find it is quite difficult to retool Facebook to produce tanks, or even steel.
Let's say hypothetically USA experiences the great depression of 1930s again in next several years, but leadership does not change by Biden winning 2nd term. How would that affect USA willingness to keep the status quo in current conflicts (Ukraine, Israel) and willingness to escalate new conflicts (Iran*, Taiwan)? 

During times of hardship the USA domestic situation would be dicy, so as I understand increased involvement in conflicts aborad would be used as a tool to shift focus and unite people.
I'm very curious to see whether Scholz can get such a fundamental change to the laws surrounding weapon production through his government. It's a good and very needed plan, but I'm not sure the green party will support it.
Spain is an interesting case. They have a history of their own defense industries designing and producing their own equipment or getting production of foreign equipment done in the country. 

[Santa Bárbara Sistemas](https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Santa_B%C3%A1rbara_Sistemas) helped design the [Pizarro/ASCOD](https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/ASCOD) AFV and also did about 60% of the assembly of the [Leopard 2E](https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Leopard_2E), which was sort of awkward when GDLS bought SBS. KMW and GDLS worked out it, though. GDELS also is where the [British Ajax](https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/General_Dynamics_Ajax) hulls are produced, [a project that is going...well, is going.](https://rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/british-armys-greek-tragedy) The first 100 hulls were said to be not very well quality controlled. On a side note, GDLS used the ASCOD as the starting point for the M10 Booker, which was done much faster and successfully, [making at least one British defense analyst salty.](https://x.com/nicholadrummond/status/1750942000826769565?s=20) Expal Systems, the ammunition company that [Rheinmetall bought last year](https://www.rheinmetall.com/en/media/news-watch/news/2023/8/2023-08-01-rheinmetall-completes-acquisition-of-spanish-defence-contractor-expal-systems) was also a Spanish company. 

Spain also awarded a [$2.2bn contract toTESS Defence](https://www.thedefensepost.com/2023/12/29/spain-tess-defence-armored-vehicle/) to design and produce a replacement their 450 M113s. This new Vehículo de Apoyo de Cadenas (VAC) Tracked Support Vehicle is to be based on the [ASCOD](https://www.janes.com/defence-news/news-detail/favs-2023-spain-plans-to-sign-vac-tracked-support-vehicle-contract-by-end-of-year). Which makes sense because [Tess Defence](https://www.infodefensa.com/texto-diario/mostrar/4409850/asi-sera-blindado-espanol-basado-pizarro-sustituira-vetusto-m113-toa) is a Spanish consortium formed by Santa Bárbara Sistemas, Indra, Sapa Placencia, and Escribano Mechanical & Engineering. It is responsible for the [VCR8x8 Dragon](https://tess-defence.es/en/programa-vcr-8x8-dragon-2/) which is based off the [Piranha V and set to replace BMR-M1, VEC-M1, and some M113](https://armyrecognition.com/defense_news_june_2023_global_security_army_industry/spanish_ministry_of_defense_going_forward_with_vcr_8x8_dragon_program_as_production_progresses.html).

Looking at them in context, their approach hasn't been to go it alone like France or Italy, but also not to completely outsource like many other European countries. They've struck a balance using cooperation or local production agreements to produce localized variants, which has worked out for them.

It makes sense that they'd want GDLES to invest more locally, especially with the Ajax, Pizarro, Dragon, and future VAC being produced in their country (also maybe the [Sabrah light tank hull](https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sabrah_Light_Tank), I'm not sure on that one). That's a lot of production and I'm sure Spain would love to see some of the design and research come over too. But it also makes sense why it's hard since GDELS isn't the top of the totem pole. What they should do is get the American ambassador to see if they can help get clearer lines of communication. The American government should be happy to see a GDLS subsidiary doing well, and want to try to keep that going without giving some other company an opportunity to move in more
Any idea how much of a political hit it would be if the EU/US just moved the Kosovo/serbia boarder south a bit. My understanding is that the areas where the disputes are taking place are pretty Serbian. Or is the concern that that would unsettle Bosnia?
I forget where I saw it, (on Twatter, not another Covert Cabal video) but a source was claiming that the Russians were not suffering many if any tube artillery loses, but their loses had shifted to SPGs. However, the satellite imagery was demonstrating that they were pulling a lot of tube artillery out of depots. The conclusion was that the towed artillery was being cannibalized for their barrels which were being put into shot-out SPGs. 

I've long been a proponent that Russia's _maintenance_ losses are likely exceeding their combat losses. I.e. Soviet-era equipment was never designed for a high/moderate-intensity conflict of this duration, so it's wearing out, fast. Artillery barrels' lifespan is determined largely by a comparison of the lining versus how chemically corrosive the propellant is. Getting 1M NORK shells is a doubled-edged sword. It lets them fire more shells now, but it's cheap propellant that will further wreck what barrels they have available.

Notable quote from the video, is that Russia will run out of towed artillery 1.5 years and SPGs in 3.0 years at the current rate. As the video notes, this is assuming the Russians are withdrawing median quality tubes, which is almost certainly not the case.
To shamelessly copy a summary from another subreddit:

“Covert Cabal and high_marsed once again bought satellite images and counted the number of artillery pieces that Russia has left in storage and compared that to their pre-war numbers. The conclusion they came to was that Russia had 6786 towed artillery in storage, down from 14631, which would be enough for about 1.5-2 years at the current loss rate. Russia also has 2961 self-propelled guns in storage, down from 4450, which would last for just under 4 years. It doesn't seem that they tried to identify the condition of each piece, but Covert Cabal stated that some are likely to be in very bad condition, so not all of these could actually be deployed.”
HighMarsed did a Twitter post about it where he goes though the numbers and answers questions:



https://twitter.com/HighMarsed/status/1753578877262213470
As much of a clown show that Russian logistics has put so far, I believe the real fiasco is only beginning to form. 

By February 2022, everyone including Putin thought about Soviet stockpiles of most weapons and ammo as virtually endless. After all, those stockpiles were meant to get Russia through WWIII.

 The problem is that Putin seemingly forgot that those stockpiles were never meant to substitute the massive wartime economy that would be needed to feed the red army through a protracted high intensity war. 

The obvious solution now is to massively ramp up production in Russia, which they're certainly trying to. 

This brings it's own issues, mainly because this war's existentiality for the average Russian citizen is only relative. I have no doubt that many Russian citizens do actually believe that if Russia loses the war, it's going to get invaded by NATO, as absurd as this is. 

However, that's not the same as in Ukraine, where your house is getting shelled and loosing the war means brutal russification. The consequence is that Putin cannot simply completely change to an wartime economy, not without risking significant discontent. 

The result is that Russia is now trying to ramp up production of everything, from shells to fighter jets, while trying to limit how much impact this effort has on the overall economy and society.
I don't think one can make an accurate estimate of equipment stockpiles based on satellite imagery, 2 years into the war. It relies on too many flawed assumptions.

Private individuals have been trying to estimate loss rates based on this imagery since the beginning of the war. Russians know that, and also know that state actors are able to do the same thing and count the exact number by category with much better accuracy. Which begs the question of why they would still leave their entire stockpile out in the open so late into the war, rather than simply moving part of it to covered hangars or new bases that aren't yet known to the public, thereby obfuscating the data enough to make this sort of extrapolation impossible.

This is quite obvious when you compare the number of towed and self-propelled artillery supposedly withdrawn to Oryx loss data - the former is greater by a factor of 2 and 23 (!), respectively. The author argues that Oryx doesn't record every loss, which is true, but not by a sufficiently large factor (say, 2, 3 or 4) to change much to the calculation. As evidence of that, Oryx has recorded a bit under 200 2S19 losses, but their data has *more* 2S19 in storage than before the war, which suggests Russia has been able to fully replace their losses, and send the balance to storage. This suggests a production rate of around 100 a year. If Oryx had only recorded a third or half of the 2S19 losses, it would instead suggest a production capability of 200-300 a year, which I don't think Russia can achieve, at least not in 2022-2023.

They haven't been firing enough shells either for replacement barrels to be a plausible explanation as to why 7k+ towed artillery would've gone AWOL, especially in 2023, where the rate was fairly even with Ukraine's except at the very end of the year (but spread over more systems).
>Given the starting quantities, there is still a lot left, although the state it's in is unknown (and it's likely the best-condition equipment has been withdrawn first

This report about removal of 8,000 heavy artillery pieces from the storage since the war started makes [recent Russian MoD figures](https://www.reddit.com/r/CredibleDefense/s/s8C0SKvf0z) on production/restoration of artillery much more convincing.

The Russians claimed to have produced/restored about 4,000 pieces in 2023, and it does not sound impossible compared to the 8,000 pieces removed from the storage.
Pretty crazy to see BTR-50 being fielded in any capacity, let alone participating in a front line attack.  That it had a turret added suggests quite a deliberate decision to put them in this role.

The indifference to the plight or russian soldiers by their country can't be overstated I guess.  But more interesting may be implications for state of afv 'reserves'.
> but while it is a significant fire support improvement, the turret may not be stabilized, limiting its usefulness.

I'd list turret stabilization as "Not Applicable". The BTR-70 uses variations of the BPU-1 turret, as used on the BRDM-2, BTR-60PB, BTR-80, etc. Stabilization isn't applicable as the turret is manually driven via hand-wheels for transverse and elevation. The person in the turret(eh, sitting below it really) is the "stabilizer". The BPU-1 turret has fairly terrible visibility with the original only having two periscopes along with the gunner's sight, normally the commander would be the one to find and designate targets primarily via the TPKU-2B or TKN-3M. 

BTR-50s offer better mobility than the BTR-70/80. Comparable to the MT-LB in regards to traversing muck and mud from the little I've read.
>A floating barge with artillery on it and probably a top speed of 5 knots hammering Snake Island

What was Russian naval defense doing
>  But also he told about work with the 5th SeparateAssault Brigade, which used Browning M2 machine gun mounted on a base platform to fire Russian occupiers.


That's one way to get around the problem of snipers killing your machinegunners or a worry about HMG fire attracting mortars.

Sucks to lose the platform if it gets hit, but better that than a skilled soldier being killed.
I'm still not sure how much of the MLRS barge stuff was actually needed vs PR material, but it is still ingenious.
There was previoisly Europe's energy security to consider. 


Now the aid is approved and EU are far less reliant on russian gas this is likely much less of a concern.


Smashing russian oil and gas infrastructure is potentially irreperable damage given how poorly looked after it is to start with.
There was / is the theory that the US conditioned aid to Ukraine on them not targeting Russian oil and gas infrastructure (attacks against military fuel storage was fine). Now that US aid has stopped and we don't really know when (or if) it resumes Ukraine feels no longer bound to that restriction.

There was also a theory that Ukraine was stockpiling long range drones in case Russia was one again launching a large scale campaign against the Ukrainian electricity grid. Now that this hasn't happened they have a stockpile of drones they can use against other strategic targets and Russia desperately needs dollars to by western electronics.
I believe it's because the world is more resilient to oil shocks right now, so targeting Russia's production capabilities is less of a political risk. 

The US recently hit another high in oil production, oil sanctions on Venezuela had been temporarily lifted (but probably are coming back), Guyana has a small but growing production, and China's economic growth is slowing and decreasing demand worldwide. 

That means decreasing Russia's oil exports and hurting their revenue carries low political risk of spiking oil prices and causing blowback from Ukraine's Western backers, importantly the US, who have elections coming up this year. 

Ukraine also is also switching into a more long term strategy while trying to shift to a lower intensity dive they don't reliably have $100bn+ in aid coming this year and the next. So instead of relying on having more revenue influx than Russia, they're looking to hurt Russia's revenues. Which is a smart plan if they go slow and manage how much the shocks hit the oil market. 

In my opinion, the best long term strategy would be to hope the US passes the aid bill this year, slowly build capacity to strike Russia's oil infrastructure over it, and then after the November elections unleash a massive attack against as much as possible as long as possible. The world economy won't like it, but it will also have two years to adapt before the next major western election cycles.
>Oliver Carroll from The Economist is speculating that the reason it's not announced is that it's hard getting a replacement to agree.

Shouldn't the replacement already have been picked and ready to go *before* you try fire your top general in the middle of an existential war?

I'm not gonna lie, the longer this war goes on the worse Zelensky and his administration look. Between the mounting evidence that political decisions have tangibly hurt the Ukrainian war effort (preventing the UAF from utilizing mobile defense in the Donbas in 2022, holding Bakhmut for *months* longer than they should have and squandering some of Ukraine's best units in the process), to the failures to address conscription/training issues for nearly 2 years, to the failure to ramp up domestic equipment production in a timely manner, to the failure to allow Ukrainian troops to fortify key parts of the line (made worse by the fact that the UAF were ordered to hold said positions instead of employing a more active defense), to numerous diplomatic missteps, and now the drama between Zelensky and his top general playing out in public, Zelensky's administration comes off as amateurish and ineffectual, and worse than that, petty and vindictive too. 

The drama over Zaluzhny's firing only makes the rumors that Zelensky is worried about him as a political rival and/or that Zelensky wants to oust him over the Economist article in which Zaluzhny said the "S" word more believable.
I feel like I keep reading these posts everyday now, but the firing still hasn’t happened and Ukraine has denied it. Can’t we just consider posts like this overly speculative until something actually happens? At this point we have people saying it actually happened but they’re keeping it hidden (more speculation). Or they’re criticizing Zelenskyy for what is right now effectively a rumor.
I've seen a lot of articles about how he was supposedly fired, or about to be fired, etc.  At this point, I'll only find the story interesting if Ukraine's government confirms that he has in fact been fired and the paperwork has fully gone through and taken effect and the new guy has filled the post.  Lots of journalists seem to be getting hints about it, so I'm willing to believe there's some sort of palace intrigue going on under the hood.  But until the story actually plays out there don't seem to be any real hard facts to report.  Just whispers of echoes. 

At this point I wouldn't be surprised if Ukraine just periodically plants the story to screw with Russian intelligence.
Every time Russia downs a drone it seems to fall onto and detonate on the intended target.
The best RAAF Hornets had already been sold to Canada. The remainder have a lot of hard hours on the airframes.
This is pretty common for most Hornets and Supers, but I think has more to do with where they are in their service life rather than anything intrinsically wrong with the airframe. 

That is, all three of the RAAF, CAF, and USN are all rather certain theyre going to move up to the F-35. The CAF was *going* to join the F-35 program early on, then the government backed out, then they wanted to get back in. They should have been along with the British one of the first recipients, but AFAIK they *still* havn't gotten their airframes because the whole thing has been a goat fuck. 

In each case, as the F-35 has hove into view as a 'will acquire' system, the F-18s were moved into legacy mode. New airframe buys stopped, longterm maintenance was reduced or canceled, and air hours were kept high to 'use up' as much life as possible out of them. The goal being to make sure the planes were good and finished with their practical service life as the F-35 entered service, both from an economy standpoint (we got our moneys worth) and a political standpoint (these aircraft *need* to be replaced). The issue is the war in Ukraine started between when the -18s were targeted for replacement and when the F-35s are actually to be delivered, its basically a horrible time to be asking for fighters because most modern airforces have been seriously contemplating a major generational shift and as a result have not invested as much in replacing worn out older airframes. And in the Canadian case, the CAF is doubly fucked because they stretched existing airframes beyond even what they wanted as a result of the delayed F-35 transition. 

So I get why the Ukrainians were not excited about the -18, which is a lower production rate plane than the -16, is being phased out by nearly every major user, has (at least in the non-super legacy configuration) reached the limit of useful airframe life, and is not generally what theyre looking for. The F-16 is a more viable platform longterm and is still being actively developed and upgraded. Even if I am a big fan of the -18, and its my favorite module in DCS, the -16 is a clearer winner here. Where it falls apart a bit is the decision to wait a year to get -16s rather than push hard to get -18s now. My feeling is that if the air war were as dire as some have said, or if the capabilities of an American fighter were thought to be so overwhelming, they would have moved faster on whatever they could get. The capability gap in an old F-18 vs. -16 is not huge. The fact that Ukraine waited to get a better deal suggests either that they badly played their hand, probably true, or also that theyre not as needed/wont be as impactful as the general public has been lead to believe.
>Mali, Niger and Burkina Faso plan to withdraw from the Economic Community of West African States immediately after the regional bloc pushed for a return to civilian rule.


How are those landlocked countries going to trade with the rest of the world? They need Ecowas more than the other way around. They're dooming themselves to permanent poverty.
There are many Ukrainian reports of a lack of shrapnel proof vehicles for transporting stuff to the frontline and for medevac.

The BTR-60 has a notoriously awful door design for entering/exiting the vehicle but maybe it's better than nothing despite that.
I mean, every bit helps.  Ukraine's main armor factory in Kharkiv is down but they have the workshops to brush these up.
If the seals are not corroded, the interior shouldn't be too bad. The outside can be fixed, I dount there was anything overtly complicated and expensive exposed on these relics. 

These are battle taxis, medevac, that's it. They will protect you from a mortar round going off 5 meters away. That is all that should be expected of them
I remember the local roublephiles complaining that we totally need these state of the art and carefully maintained vehicles in case of heavy snowstorms or forest fires or whatever.
> The BBC published an analysis of the ongoing Houthi attacks, and concluded that US/Uk efforts have not succeeded in halting or mitigating the problem

This analysis only talks about attacks but doesn’t talk about actual strikes which is what matters. Before the US-UK intervention there were at least 10 hits on commercial ships struck by drones or missiles and after that there have been only 3 hits. It also ignores piracy which have gone from two incidents to zero.


> Also, the targets are now primarily American/British commercial vessels

Two of the three vessels that have been hit recently were both carrying Russian oil, small detail that was left out.


I also want to point out that this operation has only been going on for three weeks. I don’t know anyone expected strike attempts to fall to zero in that timeframe. This is a very short period to judge any success or failure on. European countries are still sending ships to the strait so that will also help with interceptions.
Is anyone surprised? It was clear this would happen in my mind unless the response was massive and even then it sounds like a very difficult problem to solve. I wonder how the Chinese view the situation? How much are they affected and are they planning to do anything or are they just planning to milk the situation to their benefit. If indeed the Houthis avoid ships with any connection to China (not very informed on what that would mean so correct me here) then the Chinese could just let them at it if they deem the calculation in their favour, everything I read these days makes them sound like they aren't taking sides so they could be indeed hoping this keeps on happening so it degrades US influence in the region. Or maybe they are just unable to influence the iranians at all , which I honestly don't really believe.

In any case the plan (whether it is a concerted effort between china , russia , iran etc or just Iran doing it and china looking from the sidelines) is working. The Americans are obviously forced to act or lose face but at the same time can't act decisively because of internal politics , a decisive reaction would be crippling iranian influence outside Iran completely. I am uncertain on whether hitting  Iran itself is a good idea , cause why unite a semi fractured country ? Completely destroy all proxies and their ability to influence events. Instead,  the US is choosing half measures in yemen and seems to be pushing Israel to accept a horrible deal in gaza that would embolden not only Iran and it's proxies but also China.

Another curiosity , I mentioned in the previous paragraph that 'The Americans are obviously forced to act or lose face ' but is that accurate? That is the gist of it in my mind but I honestly have no idea. Why did they actually act? Why bomb the Houthis if you don't actually solve the issue?  I doubt that they thought they would prevent them from launching by doing a couple of strikes that they let everyone know would happen. Why show yourself incompetent almost on purpose? If you can't get  a bigger coalition willing to go on the offense with you just wait until the issue gets so big that they beg you for help. I guess I would understand it if Israel was the only one taking the hit but is Israel affected that much by this blockade? More than Egypt for example and what about the EU countries? I know they are way more conflict averse but at some point I assume they would either feel pressured enough to do something or just beg the US to do something. Someone wrote something very accurate  yesterday I believe. I don't remember who it was but the gist of the point is that the US is a status-quo power. A current superpower that attempts above all to keep the situation as it is since it's what is best for itself. A superpower of course can never really take a back seat and always has to let people know who is in charge, maybe that is a recipe for bad strategic decisions in the end?
I suspect that China has followed the same policy as they have in Afghanistan and just paid the Houthis a significant amount of money to leave their shipping alone.
Russia's Donbas genocide is one of the reasons why there won't be a peace deal anytime soon:


https://twitter.com/Tatarigami_UA/status/1751364014477553768


>A peace deal with Russia that involves ceding territories would likely lead to the mobilization of local inhabitants into the Russian army, as seen in Donetsk, where the entire male population has been conscripted, and local estates and businesses were overtaken by Russians or their puppet government.


>There exists no middle ground or partial solution. It's either Ukraine wins, or it faces not only the loss of statehood but also the erosion of its national identity through forceful  Russification.


Edit: Fixed link
US Central Command Statement:

> At 4:00 p.m. (EST) Feb. 02, U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM) forces conducted airstrikes in Iraq and Syria against Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps (IRGC) Quds Force and affiliated militia groups. U.S. military forces struck more than 85 targets, with numerous aircraft to include long-range bombers flown from United States. The airstrikes employed more than 125 precision munitions. The facilities that were struck included command and control operations centers, intelligence centers, rockets, and missiles, and unmanned aerial vehicle storages, and logistics and munition supply chain facilities of militia groups and their IRGC sponsors who facilitated attacks against U.S. and Coalition forces.

https://twitter.com/CENTCOM/status/1753535280923967851
> marking a sharp escalation of the war

I guess killing US soldiers and randomly attacking US warships and commercial shipping wasn't a sharp escalation. FFS media, when self defense and retaliation after being attacked in a friendly country is too much
Watching Al-Jazeera right now, looks like they went after the Qods Force and others. This may continue according to what they’re saying.

Edit: a reporter on Al-Jazeera live just said they struck some PMF ammunition depots within Iraq. I’m at work so I’m passively listening for the moment.
[deleted]
When Erdogan asked a few weeks ago during his visit, Germany signaled that it would block the sale, no? I wonder what the situation is looking like now that Turkey ratified Swedens NATO membership?
Removing or replacing a nuclear reactor on a carrier then putting it back together costs billions of dollars. Its an absolute non-starter. Even just disposing of the reactor at end of life is crazy expensive.

The conventionally powered ships could be feasible. Brazil has now bought 2 used flat tops. But most countries that can afford to operate a flat top can afford to buy or build or new one.
Even if we wanted to and didn't have any issues with tech transfer, the legality, and it was somehow economical for us to do it, most countries just don't have any need to spend all the money operating one, especially a "supercarrier."
The idea of us (UK) inheriting a Nimitz from the US makes me want to cry, and I’d imagine it would make our MoD want to cry. Both for completely separate reasons.
If they’re controlled opposition and thus deserving of those quotation marks around “opposition”, why block them from running in the first place?
It's absolutely fascinating, especially with Germany, and especially when you compare their response to pro-Palestine protests and organisations, banning slogans, arresting people, and yes, also rooting out the political and actual terrorist organisers. 

Compared to this, where Russia is still being treated like a non-terrorist actor, free to operate across Europe, free to finance AfD in Germany, Orban in Hungary, Fico in Slovakia, Wilders in Netherlands, LaPen in France, and these countries security apparatus just sits back and lets it happen, with most of the info we have about this even happening coming from investigative journalism.
Yeah, people with the wrong opinions who western intelligence finds suspicious should be arrested and deported on the spot, without any evidence required of actual wrongdoing or links to state actors. 

Seriously, what exactly are you asking to happen to the man? Do you want an investigation? One is almost certainly happening behind the scenes, and presumably it has not found anything that breaks a German law or he would have been arrested already. Do you want him to be detained or deported for legally saying distasteful things on the media or carrying cash through customs? Because that would be a blatant violation of the rule of law and basic democratic principles, and German backsliding on democracy is a far bigger threat than some blowhard blathering on about nukes on Russian state TV. Poppers paradox of tolerance doesn’t justify undermining the systems it is intended to protect. If it does, then it just gives carte-blanche to every wannabe authoritarian with access to a scapegoat(which, fun fact, is all of them). And you can see in the responses to OP that those people have already begun to take advantage.

If you reply to this comment, I would appreciate if you could include a paragraph detailing exactly what you want to happen to the man and future cases of the same vein.
>I am continuing to be baffled and outright despaired with the current state of western democracies absence of a response against foreign influence. It's almost becoming comical if it wasn't a dead serious matter. 

I don't think it's that surprising, the influence of lobbying groups has only increased as neoliberalism as state ideology grew in most of western countries. Think of the Qatar scandal and how deeply their influence penetrated.

That's why I was honestly so surprised by EU's overall response to the start of 2022 invasion, Russian influences go deep. Removing Gerhard Schröder from power didn't over night remove all the people who backed him and who had connections to Russia, and his mingling with Russia is well documented and he was the Chancellor. 

Another thing to consider, is that while Russia is very obviously antagonistic now; that view was not mainstream in the most politically powerful centers of EU. The public, academia, political elite, business elite, etc. these should all be analyzed through different lens. Sure, there is a lot of overlap of opinions because we are democracies; but the closer you get to the top the less that is true. 

In that sense, Germany and Russia are "natural" partners. People can keep bemoaning Merkel's decisions, or "peace through trade", or the warnings given by US presidents given back to Bush, or even CIA reports in the 80s speaking of how German/European-USSR economic linkage is dangerous, etc. but at the end of the day, given the system we inhabit; moneyed interests rule.
[removed]
I’m not really sure where to start with this one. At a strategic level, basically no one should be trying to copy the US model for any branch. Independent, self sustaining expeditionary warfare on any continent is totally unnecessary. 

With the Marines specifically I think it’s even more US specific. A good chunk of the USMCs product they offer is the MEU, but realistically why would Australia want to have that? 

The 2030 Force Redesign is making the USMC into a littoral force that is pretty unique and I can’t picture a single country that would benefit from that model applied to their entire armed forces. 

So, that leaves the value of a military that builds itself as a self reinforcing unit similar to the MEU model, I guess. That’s a pretty excellent Force for very specific, crisis level response. I think for a country like Australia that expects to fight most of its battles pretty far from the home front, allowing the Air Force and navy to specialize for that task is to its advantage, without having to justify ground support.

The USMC doesn’t operate bombers, it’s tankers are limited to KC130s, it will never have a submarine fleet. 

You should let your branches specialize.
It wasn't specified in the tweet, but the author's source appears to be a daily mail article (seems like sub rules ban links to their articles), which specifies the name of the "Russian public account" that was used as a source:

> Spy Dossier channel reported that 'seven British-French-made Storm Shadow/SCALP ALCMs were launched towards the airfield.

The telegram channel appears to be the following: https://t. me/dosye_shpiona/486

Notice anything familiar? Yes, this is another anonymous "Russian" telegram channel that claims access to many "insider" sources that nonetheless never gets shared by anyone else in the Russian ecosystem, only ever posts negative news (from a Russian PoV), and always has overwhelmingly positive feedback to those news of X or Y Russian dying (i.e. thumbs up, "fire", etc., rather than anger / crying emoji), which is never the case for authentic channels for reasons that should be obvious.

This is Volya / Kremlin Secrets all over again. There's a reason only the Daily Mail and the Sun seem to have published this story so far.
The choice was most likely deliberate. I took a look at the [airfield on Google Maps](https://www.google.com/maps/search/belbek+airfield/@44.6911259,33.5874099,322m/data=!3m1!1e3?entry=ttu) the day of the attack and the command building is very clearly separated from the aircraft parking lot. Ukraine has demonstrated consistent precision with their strategic strikes, meaning that unless the general was out patrolling the grounds, then Ukraine deliberately targeted the administration building at the cost of destroying additional Russian aerospace assets. 

If the general's death is true, then (coupled with the destruction of the Il-22 the other day) I'm thinking Ukraine is pursuing a decapitation strategy similar to the one they used to dismantle the BSF.
Should note that Russian officer ranks are roughly one "level" higher than their NATO counterparts in terms of their responsibilities.

So a Major General in Russia has the same level of responsibility as a Colonel does in the US (this is a very rough example) It's just a different naming convention/rank structure.

The result is that there are a lot more "generals" in the Russian military structure, and many of them are going to be closer to the front/doing lower level jobs than the "generals" in NATO militaries.
nah the name is the same as what a couple russian sources have reported but its [likely to be another guy](https://twitter.com/bayraktar_1love/status/1753385596674834887). still would be an important kill if confirmed but not a lt gen
> According to Russian public accounts

It wasn't specified in the tweet, but the author's source appears to be a [daily mail article](https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-13037137/Putin-loses-commander-Ukrainian-storm-shadow-strike-Crimean-airbase.html) (yikes), which specifies the name of the "Russian public account" that was used as a source:

> Spy Dossier channel reported that 'seven British-French-made Storm Shadow/SCALP ALCMs were launched towards the airfield.

The telegram channel appears to be the following: https://t. me/dosye_shpiona/486

Notice anything familiar? Yes, this is another anonymous "Russian" telegram channel that claims access to many "insider" sources that nonetheless never gets shared by anyone else in the Russian ecosystem, only ever posts negative news (from a Russian PoV), and always has overwhelmingly positive feedback to those news of X or Y Russian dying (i.e. thumbs up, "fire", etc., rather than anger / crying emoji), which is never the case for authentic channels for reasons that should be obvious.

This is Volya / Kremlin Secrets all over again. There's a reason only the Daily Mail and the Sun seem to have published this story so far.
Why doesn’t rob lee podcast or write long form more? Rob is one of most credible views on this war. He provides an incredible amount of information in twitter, but I’d love more. 
User report essay:

>So here's Lee a few day ago linked by Glideer. Note that "studiously avoiding" doesn't mean avoiding the topic; it appears to mean not drawing the same conclusions or being "worried/concern trolling" about the same things Glideer wants to talk about: https://www.reddit.com/r/CredibleDefense/comments/1abhsmb/credibledefense\_daily\_megathread\_january\_26\_2024/kjns4m3/ Part of Glideer's summary. Note that Kofman et al do talk about this subject, but it's not to Glideer's satisfaction, the \*\* is mine: "In particular, Kofman at al are barely addressing the most critical problem - that of manpower. They say that Ukraine needs to find a way to mobilise 400k-500k troops, and they are right. \*\*What they do not address is the quality of these replacements\*\* - even if Ukraine manages to tap them they will be men who actively dodged mobilisation for two years. How are they going to be transformed into attack-capable troops? The authors offer no explanation."  
>  
>"Rob Lee addresses the elephant in the room, which has been studiously avoided by \[all\] Western analysts." \[\] is mine. I strongly dislike this rhetorical slant. Strongly. First, Rob Lee is a Westerner. Second, so is Kofman, who this account has linked to before. There are many others that have talked about these very things. There are countless others who are, importantly NOT PUBLIC FIGURES, and doing their jobs. This framing is to be simply read as "THEY are lying to you (US; not the USA but first person plural)". It is fundamentally a mean spirited rabble rousing framing aimed at people who don't understand the various tiers of publicly available information. We don't, and can't know anything, about assessments being done by actually-stuck-in-it analysts; and they wouldn't even be identical as they'd be made by dozens of agencies in various countries. Glideer, however, wants to paint the West as totally misinformed even as it posts a Westerner talking before the Western public about this issue. That's ignoring that this account freely and constantly brings this subject up in our threads here, often using Western sources, since it has to. The fucking nerve of this framing. I know you know the following but I'm saying to be clear about Glideer's bad faith (likely) or terribly misinformed (unlikely, does it too much) framing.   
>  
>What Glideer loves to pretend to conflate are "analysts" on the news, what we lovingly call talking heads, who are for the most part not serious. Same with newspapers. In professional literature, you're getting closer to people talking seriously. Then you get academic literature, which is slow. At about the same tier, minus the slowness, there is the non-public stuff by people who have raw and processed info of various levels of quality and are really dealing with this.
>which has been studiously avoided by Western analysts.

Simply false. This issue has been presented since ~february/march last year.
Possibly a dumb question (a bunch, actually), but I haven't been paying enough attention to the mobilization debate as I should be, so bear with me.

Has anyone given us an idea about what kind of mobilization we're talking about here, exactly? That is, what age groups would be targeted, who would be left out, etc.? I've read reports that the average soldier serving right now is over the age of 40, so that number would definitely go down, right? But at the same time, I assume Ukraine wouldn't want to risk its long-term demographic future by sending hundreds of thousands of its young men to the front, no? And let's say they go for significant mobilization: do we have a guesstimate as to how many men that would be, considering so many people left Ukraine in the early days/weeks of the war? Lastly, how much would this matter if the Ukrainians aren't getting what they need in terms of ammo, armor, aircraft, and whatever else they're saying they need?
>which has been studiously avoided by Western analysts

You keep saying this but it has been addressed by many, many times.


>XXXk can only be guessed at, but if we generously estimate it at 50% of the 880k total, it will be about 450k troops.

Another example of the above. I have had to explain to you when you were using Reznikovs one million number and why it didn’t  mean 1 million combatants when you were claiming that Russia had a manpower disadvantage last year and now you are using it to make the opposite point — it’s just convenient. 

>roving patrols capturing citizens at random

This is taking small anecdotes and applying them to a situation in a country the physical size of Ukraine with 30 million people. Another thing some people have been doing since the start of the war, it’s just the angle behind saying it changes.
Please refrain from posting low quality comments. 

There's already a thread dealing with the strikes, you can post your question there.
This has already been posted. Please see lower in the thread.
> If most of your GDP is service-oriented you will find it is quite difficult to retool Facebook to produce tanks, or even steel.

This part of your comment reflects  a wrong stereotype. Russia doesn't actually have *that* much manufacturing capacity, they are no China. And also, not every Western country is like the US. In fact, manufacturing is a larger share of the economy in the EU than it is in Russia (15% vs 13%), the US is slightly below Russia in manufacturing capacity (11% vs 13%).  Countries like Germany and Poland are clearly above Russia (18% and 17% vs 13%). China is a whole different beast with 28% of its economy dedicated to manufacturing.
To give an example, excluding Subs, the Italian navy has out built the Russian one since the fall of the soviet Union, and even including Subs its like 300K tons vs 140K tons, not that massive of a difference if we consider that Italy has essentially dropped defense expenses after the end of the Cold war
>Yes, the Western GDP is much larger than the Russian, but something is wrong with that measurement if it can't be translated into a production and fabrication advantage. If most of your GDP is service-oriented 




 The west has a huge manufacturing sector. Wolfsburg alone probably has more manufacturing output than the entire Russian economy. You don't get three quarters of global GDP from OnlyFans and tech bros drinking soy lattes in between ping pong games at their open plan office
> If most of your GDP is service-oriented you will find it is quite difficult to retool Facebook to produce tanks, or even steel.

There's no desire to retool it.

The US has currently been stuck many months on a bill that would authorize 60 Billion dollars in additional aid to Ukraine.

The US yearly military budget is... 766 billion dollars.

It's pretty easy to outpace someone who is quite literally **not racing you**.

It's funny because none of this should be news to you.  And yet you moan about tired similes...

But whatever, it's not a complicated counterargument, so I'm willing to keep delivering it.
> The comparison obviously and clearly does not work. A gas station that can produce tanks is not a gas station. A country that outproduces the entire West in most military production categories is neither a gas station nor just another Italy-sized GDP.

Can you please add a source for your claim or explain how you got to the fantastical idea that this is true?

I would consider these roughly what you call "military production categories". I think you could make an argument that russia outproduces (with soviet stocks) the west in one of the 12 categories. In most of them its embarrassingly behind and its not even worth a discussion.

1. Aircraft and Aviation Systems: This includes fighter jets, helicopters, unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), and all types of military aircraft, along with their maintenance and repair services.

2. Naval Ships and Submarines: Production and maintenance of various types of naval vessels, including aircraft carriers, destroyers, frigates, submarines, and support vessels.

3. Land Vehicles: Armored vehicles such as tanks, armored personnel carriers (APCs), light utility vehicles, and other specialized vehicles designed for military use.

4. Weapons Systems and Munitions: Small arms, artillery systems, missiles, torpedoes, bombs, and other munitions, including the development of new weapons technologies.

5. Electronic Warfare and Cybersecurity: Systems for electronic warfare, cybersecurity solutions, and communications equipment designed to protect against electronic and cyber threats.

6. Surveillance and Reconnaissance Systems: Radar, sonar, satellites, surveillance drones, and other systems designed for intelligence gathering and reconnaissance.

7. Defense Electronics and Software: Advanced electronics for navigation, targeting, and communications, along with software for simulation, training, operations, and logistics.

8. Personal Equipment and Armor: Body armor, helmets, uniforms, night vision equipment, and other personal gear designed to protect and support soldiers in the field.

9. Logistics and Support Vehicles: Supply trucks, fuel tankers, mobile workshops, field hospitals, and other support vehicles essential for military logistics.

10. Space Systems: Satellites and launch vehicles for communication, navigation, surveillance, and space exploration related to defense.

11. Chemical, Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear (CBRN) Defense: Equipment and technologies designed to protect against and respond to chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear threats.

12. Training and Simulation: Systems and services for the training and simulation of military operations, including virtual reality and live training environments.
A real great depression in the next several years wouldn't be localized to the US, it'd be global.  The fallout from something like that will be the current situation (decreased stability on most continents) but on steroids.

This is a very bold prediction, but global economic issues on that level have even odds of starting something resembling a 3rd world war.  They would definitely seriously test if globalization can actually prevent pre-1946 levels of conflict.
In your hypothetical, a second Great Depression wouldn't happen. We already saw with COVID the answer to that deep a shock, and that was to drop trillions of dollars into the economy to spur consumption. Combined with social net programs and not having supply chain issues, the economy might go into a recession but not a deep one. Additionally, with the US being such a large driver of the world economy, and with central banks more willing to do economic stimulus in times of emergency, the global economy wouldn't fall off too far either. 

To whether the US would be willing to throw money at new conflicts, when it's already spending trillions in aid, a few tens of billions aren't focused on. So if the US saw the need to spend more, we'd spend more. Also, when the economy dips, the military sees increases in recruits, so that helps too.
>Expal Systems, the ammunition company that Rheinmetall bought last year was also a Spanish company.

Rheinmetall seems to be interested in seeing that subsidiary grow. In their investor report from the end of November they stated that they expected the largest year over year growth from Expal out of their main subsidiaries. 

Ammunition production seems to be ramping up, but they also got contracted as part of SILAM for the procurement of missile artillery for the spanish armed forces. According to the report they are also looking at expanding into vehicle systems. 

I do wonder what will happen to the [Eimos mortar](https://pbs.twimg.com/media/CfMoP9KUUAADF9h?format=jpg&name=4096x4096) going forward.
Russia has looked abroad for artillery shells and drones. Does any other country have stockpiles of actual artillery the Russians could use or is this a harder limit on their capacity?

(Country that would or might supply them)
I think the count is pretty good, but it is difficult to make the jump to the 4 year timeline. For example, the towed artillery went down by almost 8,000, but where did they go? What happened to them? Could some of them had been moved to other warehouses to be refurbished?  

Don't get me wrong, it is clear that there has been a decrease in stockpiles, and that it is highly likely that the remaining pieces are in worse shape, but 4 years could be stretched a lot further by increasing new production, improving maintenance, reducing usage, etc.
They however don't seem to have the shells to feed those guns, so i doubt the utility of having so many pieces.
>Pretty crazy to see BTR-50 being fielded in any capacity, let alone participating in a front line attack.

Why? Bulgaria is just sending rusty BTR-60s to Ukraine.

Any armoured vehicle is better than what both Ukraine and Russia are currently often using for everyday local logistics and medical runs - civilian SUVs and vans.
What was the Russian *air force* doing.



I mean what was Russia's Submarine force doing too, that should be a stupid easy kill for something like a 3M-54E.
Russia’s Navy, for all intents and purposes, is not a functioning entity. You have seamen shooting at sea drones with their rifles while their CIWS sits inoperable, for example. I would not expect the Navy to execute on even basic surface combat maneuvers.

Other than basic cruise missile launches, has there even been one example of the Russian Navy exerting superior force during this conflict?
>Shouldn't the replacement already have been picked and ready to go *before* you try fire your top general in the middle of an existential war?

Reuters posted that they offered it to [Syrskyi but he turned them down.](https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/ukraines-ground-commander-declined-offer-replace-his-boss-army-chief-source-2024-01-31/)

To me, it looks like that Zelensky expected Zaluzhny to take the opportunity to go into another role, either as an [ambassador](https://www.kyivpost.com/post/27339) or as a [defense advisor](https://www.ft.com/content/aa9aacfc-c248-4550-bf28-d79ad4c553cb), and was caught off guard when Zaluzhny refused, instead opting for retirement. 

Since it was all leaked and caused an uproar, nobody wants to be the guy who replaced a well liked General and get that association stuck to them. So while Syrskyi probably would have accepted if Zaluzhny had rode off happily into the sunset, he won't hurt his image now by doing it especially since he isn't particularly well liked. 

Zelensky is now stuck going through with it because he can't back out or appear to cave to Zaluzhny/his supporters, undermining his authority. But he doesn't have any good options for replacement as his number one told him no, and the number two - Budanov - is in charge of the important GUR. Moving him means finding someone just as loyal and capable to replace him. 

While this definitely feels like a failed power play, at the same time rotating Zaluzhny out might not have been a bad idea. Being in charge of this high level of conflict for two years can burn anyone out. Someone fresh could help set up for future success even if they aren't bringing so much new to the table. But the fact that you don't plan for a third, fourth, or fifth back up option just in case the guy you want says no is just bad planning.
> Shouldn't the replacement already have been picked and ready to go before you try fire your top general in the middle of an existential war?

This is presumably why it hasn't been made official yet. But the replacement process involves asking for advice and negotiation with the involved factions (if only to confirm the presumptive nominee's consent), which implies informing them of his decision to fire Zaluzhnyi, and therefore risking a leak.
>holding Bakhmut for months longer than they should have

I don't see how that assertion can be proved one way or the other. For one thing, Wagner *was* destroyed in the process, and it is not in doubt that Russia's offensive capability was severely damaged. You can argue that a more efficient path to the same result did exist at the time and should have been obvious, but raising such an argument to the level of certainty would be a challenge.
I have for a long time considered it more than plausible that Zelensky ends as a disgraced prisoner in some Siberian labor camp. He's made so many enemies in Ukraine, that if Ukraine eventually gets out of the war by "de-nazifying" itself by giving Zelensky to Russia, I can absolutely see that happening.
The news has been reporting more confidently with each passing day that Zelenskyy was attempting some kind of move against Zaluzhny.

It's true it's technically all speculation and rumor. The media finds government workers who are willing to give the latest hot goss to journalists, whether individual blabbermouths or people tactically leaking information. Then they report it as information from anonymous protected sources.

It's literal hearsay, but there's no journalistic source that delivers news about internal government workings and also delivers courtroom-level evidence for it. Without accepting 'anonymous official' news we're not left with much except the official government PR press releases.
The narrative seems pretty clear at this point. Zelensky was going to fire Zaluzhny a few days ago, but it got leaked to the press before it was official. The public backlash then pushed Zelensky to deny the claims publicly, but he still very much wants Zaluzhny out. 

So what we're hearing now is that the US has been officially informed that Zaluzhny is indeed getting sacked, but there's some struggle going on behind the scenes, likely about who exactly will replace him. Zaluzhny may also very well be putting up a fight for his position (there are rumors he was actually asked to resign a few days back but refused and it's likely that it was his staff that leaked the information about him getting sacked in the first place).
So much of what is being posted here isn't true. Sometimes I really wonder why I post here, when a bunch of DCS players want to post so authoritatively about the state of these aircraft.

>This is pretty common for most Hornets and Supers, but I think has more to do with where they are in their service life rather than anything intrinsically wrong with the airframe.

There's nothing in common with how the Hornet and Super Hornet are managed in lifespan, aside from the fact that they are both run by PMA-265 in the US. Hell, the Super Hornet has now had a longer production life than the Hornet and the maintenance issues regarding availability of both of these aircraft are separate and distinct issues , especially considering USN F-18s went to the carrier, and the fatigue life of the Hornet and Rhino are rated on different things (such as the fact that the legacy F-18 famously has a lifetime carrier trap limit, which is not a thing on the Rhino).

The classic F-18 (as the RAAF calls it) is indeed older/lower lot amongst the production lots of the legacy Hornet (being based on the original F-18A/B), but they had various upgrades to them throughout their life all the way to the end. [Their upgrade program went through 2017](https://www.australiandefence.com.au/defence/air/air-force-farewells-hornets), with retirement coming in 2021.

The [Canadians are currently buying the APG-79(V)4 GaN AESA](https://www.twz.com/42501/its-official-canadas-cf-18-hornet-fighters-are-set-to-get-new-advanced-radars) for their CF-18s (which includes the Australian F-18s that have been updated), along with software upgrades, to keep them in a similar baseline to the USMC F-18s which are still currently receiving upgrades.

>That is, all three of the RAAF, CAF, and USN are all rather certain theyre going to move up to the F-35. The CAF was going to join the F-35 program early on, then the government backed out, then they wanted to get back in. They should have been along with the British one of the first recipients, but AFAIK they still havn't gotten their airframes because the whole thing has been a goat

Which they lucked out in, because instead of buying a bunch of Block 2 or Block 3 configured F-35s, they can jump in to brand new Block 4 F-35s whenever Lockheed gets its head out of its ass and actually delivers combat-capable planes. For a nation crunched by budgetary issues, it'll cost less than trying to maintain and upgrade a bunch of early lot Block 2 and 3 F-35s, as we've found out.

>In each case, as the F-35 has hove into view as a 'will acquire' system, the F-18s were moved into legacy mode. New airframe buys stopped, longterm maintenance was reduced or canceled, and air hours were kept high to 'use up' as much life as possible out of them. The goal being to make sure the planes were good and finished with their practical service life as the F-35 entered service, both from an economy standpoint (we got our moneys worth) and a political standpoint (these aircraft need to be replaced). The issue is the war in Ukraine started between when the -18s were targeted for replacement and when the F-35s are actually to be delivered, its basically a horrible time to be asking for fighters because most modern airforces have been seriously contemplating a major generational shift and as a result have not invested as much in replacing worn out older airframes. 

This is a bunch of nonsense. The entire reason the F-16A MLUs are being given away by Norway, Denmark, etc. is precisely because those nations are currently transitioning to the F-35 and can give away their F-16A MLUs. Without the transition, it would not have been possible. So your same argument would work against where those F-16s are coming from, which is clearly not stopping their transfer.

And as I wrote, nations actively upgrade their planes to near the end of their lives. Obviously, no one is making major investments a year or two out, but if you care about your military (and the Australians absolutely do), you typically you want to wrap up the last larger upgrades by 3-5 years prior to the last one flying. 

>And in the Canadian case, the CAF is doubly f'd because they stretched existing airframes beyond even what they wanted as a result of the delayed F-35 transition.

Which the RAAF helped them out with by transferring them their retired airframes. The RAAF also gave up birds to the US so USMC now has a healthy fleet to fly (USN has also retired theirs). End result is that both RCAF and USMC are quite healthy right now, actually.

In fact, remember when the [RAAF was about to sell their legacy F-18s](https://www.ainonline.com/aviation-news/defense/2020-03-05/air-usa-buys-former-raaf-hornets) to Air USA, a private contractor firm trying to start its own adversary/aggressor services?

Guess why there's been no mention of Air USA anymore and legacy F-18s being aggressors? Something made that sale fall through, right?

Because, fun fact: the US has the final say in where our FMS birds get sent. There are stipulations when a nation buys. We actively blocked the RAAF F-18s from being sold to a private corporation, and instead negotiated their transfer to RCAF and USMC. 

Even if Ukraine wanted the RAAF F-18s, they would have had to go through the US first. The US has agreed for European nations to give up their F-16s first (and not even from our own stockpile) to Ukraine, while we have taken the F-18s back or given to them our allies.

>So I get why the Ukrainians were not excited about the -18, which is a lower production rate plane than the -16, is being phased out by nearly every major user, has (at least in the non-super legacy configuration) reached the limit of useful airframe life, and is not generally what theyre looking for.

Frankly, the Ukrainians have no freaking idea what they are talking about, which shouldn't be surprising for an Air Force still dominated by ex-Soviet tactics and mindset. 

Not only is there currently a fair bit of F-18 parts available precisely because the USN and RAAF retired hundreds of their legacy F-18s recently (while the USAF is keeping the F-16 around longer, hence only European countries are giving F-16s to Ukraine), but a bunch of people who have no idea what each jet is capable of (APG-73 vs. APG-66 or -68, what weapons are integrated for each FMS nation, etc.) is hilarity.

[The RAAF F-18s](https://alert5.com/2023/06/06/talks-are-underway-to-donate-raaf-f-a-18a-bs-to-ukraine/) all had APG-73s, LITENING pod integration, Link 16, JHMCS, etc. as far back as the *2000s*. [Depending on what tape the F-16 MLUs](https://www.f-16.net/f-16_versions_article2.html) were upgraded to, which depended on what tape the nations bought (and if they bought the associated hardware), they could have similar or worse capabilities. Some of those pieces on the F-16 came in much later than when they did on the F-18, as well.

>The F-16 is a more viable platform longterm and is still being actively developed and upgraded.

Which, as I've wrote, isn't necessarily true since the F-18s are still receiving upgrades. Also, as I mentioned, it entirely depends on which FMS country bought what upgrades. A Danish F-16 MLU rocking an APG-66 running MMC software isn't going to have the same config or capability as a Block 30 USANG F-16 with an APG-83 and CDU, running an entirely different branch of software, for instance.  

>Even if I am a big fan of the -18, and its my favorite module in DCS, the -16 is a clearer winner here. Where it falls apart a bit is the decision to wait a year to get -16s rather than push hard to get -18s now. My feeling is that if the air war were as dire as some have said, or if the capabilities of an American fighter were thought to be so overwhelming, they would have moved faster on whatever they could get. The capability gap in an old F-18 vs. -16 is not huge. The fact that Ukraine waited to get a better deal suggests either that they badly played their hand, probably true, or also that theyre not as needed/wont be as impactful as the general public has been lead to believe.

The vast vast majority of military fighter pilots that have commented on this online have been very "ehh.... good luck" whenever the talk about Ukrainian F-16s gets brought up. Take with that what you will.

edit: link
>wont be as impactful as the general public has been lead to believe.

Pretty sure it's this, the UAF needs more platforms to lob SCALP/Storm Shadows, the F16's they're getting are not going to let them gain air superiority against Russian GBAD/Mig31BMs/SU35s etc. The challenges that Ukraine's air force face are too big to be solved by 60 F16s (or F18s for that matter) So for the UAF it doesn't really matter what jet they receive, they'll take anything that's offered.

(I'm not saying this as though the VKS is some unstoppable force, but it is qualitively and quantatively "better" than what Ukraine will end up with even after they receive the F16s)
>They're dooming themselves to permanent poverty.

Do you think the warlords care? Unfortunately, this countries are currently run by those with the largest guns, not those with the country's best interest in mind.
What ever happened with this? I recall Nigeria mobilized and was on the verge of launching a major operation.
Certainly is, but it is extremely disappointing that literally just hosing them was apparently too much to do.
The issue is that considering the lead time, you (and I, chiefly) would expect the vehicles to be at least readied and prepared for combat ops.

 Given that in 6 months they (the whole country's institutions) couldn't be bothered to at least clean and paint them green(ish), I am very doubtful on their technical condition.

Frankly, it is shameful the condition they are sent in. Mind you, this isn't some emergency aid in the second day of the war. Not to mention that the state was looking at oportunities for someone else to pay for the transportation which supposedly cost around 0.5m euro...

Further, some months (if not more than 6 months) ago, Bulgaria promised to send "defective" S300 missiles to Ukraine. This still hasn't occurred.
Indeed that was the case. It is doubly funny because those machines were property of the Ministry of internal affairs and in the 40 years it owned them, it occured to to one that they can or may be used for disaster relief. Only when they were pledged to Ukraine, suddenly everyone became very concerned that we will lose some capability.

Not to mention that there are a number of MTLBs (a tracked, far superior vehicle for non combat operations) is already available and equipped to handle disaster relief.
Saying that hits are more important than the total attacks sounds weird to me, can you expand on that? I would assume you mean that part of the campaign's effectiveness is that it has decreased the accuracy of the strikes either by destroying more accurate ammunition or preventing it's supply or by decreasing the safe launch window or maybe a change in launch areas by the houthis(which is indeed the case right)? Unless we have information that points to one of the above I think it's safer to consider attacks launched a better metric since a decrease in accuracy  might be because of just sheer dumb luck.
The most likely answer is that Beijing is just trying to avoid getting engaged in the Persian Gulf while working behind the scenes to ensure Chinese shipping doesn't get hit. Any Chinese citizens dying to Houthi attacks would cause an uproar in China if censors can't suppress the news entirely, which would create public pressure to increase involvement. More risk for little benefit when Beijing can just let Washington and European countries deal with it.

The US isn't being forced to act by anything Beijing is doing. Evergrande is being liquidated and the Chinese economy is experiencing mild deflation. The Chinese government has much more immediate concerns and is in a position to just let the US deal with the risk and fallout of intervention.
Punish the Ayatollahs. Sink the Iranian navy. Destroy IRGC HQs. Tomahawks through palace windows. FAFO.
The Houthis are not financially motivated, and have not demanded ransoms from anyone. It's more likely that Beijing simply asked them by way of Tehran. Moves like cancelling shipments to Israel probably helped their case.
I mean, I don't disagree, I genuinely think Russia's actions in the Donbas and Crimea constitute genocidal intentions and actions and I don't blame the Ukrainians for refusing to surrender large portions of their country and population to Russia for that very reason (among others).

But that has nothing to do with the article I posted, which is specifically about Russia claiming that *Ukraine* was engaged in the genocide of Russian speakers in Eastern Ukraine and then used that as a justification to support the ahem "separatists" and eventually launch the full-scale invasion of Ukraine.
Statement from President Joe Biden on U.S. Military Operation in the Middle East:

> This past Sunday, three American soldiers were killed in Jordan by a drone launched by militant groups backed by Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps (IRGC).  Earlier today, I attended the dignified return of these brave Americans at Dover Airforce Base, and I have spoken with each of their families.
 
> This afternoon, at my direction, U.S. military forces struck targets at facilities in Iraq and Syria that the IRGC and affiliated militia use to attack U.S. forces.
 
> Our response began today.  It will continue at times and places of our choosing.
 
> The United States does not seek conflict in the Middle East or anywhere else in the world.  But let all those who might seek to do us harm know this: If you harm an American, we will respond.

https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2024/02/02/statement-from-president-joe-biden-on-u-s-military-operation-in-the-middle-east/
[removed]
I believe this is just the beginning, the US for the last several days have said “the first strikes you see will not be the last. I wonder if this will be a multi week thing
I would say launching simultaneous precision strikes on 85 targets on two counties is a sharp escalation to missiles being launched at ships and drones being launched at bases. We probably won't argue if it's the correct cause of action or not, but let's not ignore that fact this is a sharp escalation and if it were a sovereign state they would feel it necessary to escalate further to save face.
Is Al Jizzeera at all credible in this context?
Just the first step, according to Austin's statement
https://www.defense.gov/News/Releases/Release/Article/3665642/statement-from-secretary-of-defense-lloyd-j-austin-iii-on-us-strikes-in-iraq-an/
It's a token response, for now.

I don't even know if it's possible to degrade the Iraq/Syria militias with aerial bombing, it's like trying to mow a lawn with a rifle.  The most tangible action is killing their Iranian handlers (like Soleimani, and like what Israel is doing constantly right now) and I doubt Biden will do that, at least not yet.
Yes, thats what im thinking too. Erdogan approving of Sweden's NATO membership and Germany allowing the sale of Eurofighters to Saudi-Arabia could have changed the situation. 

The government official sounds optimistic in that regard, but that could also be nothing so we have to wait and see. 

Selling these jets to Turkey and Saudi-Arabia would be a significant boost for the Eurofighter production line, especially with the Eurofighter ECR and Tranche 5 coming up.
Thanks for responding.  This makes sense.  So the economic feasibility of building/maintaining a career isn't the issue.  Do they just not see them as a priority for their navy or defense strategy?
The Enterprise is particularly difficult because it has a unique configuration of 8 small reactors no other ship uses. It was an expedient way to develop the technology, sizing the reactors to swap one to one with existing boilers, but it means the operational costs for reactor staff and security of the Enterprise are easily an order of magnitude higher than other carriers, and those are already to high for virtually everyone in the world.
Maybe controlled isn't the right word. More like tolerated opposition. It's not like putin is afraid to simply kill his opposition. 

Could be that Kremlin's calculus changed and they decided that there should be zero opposition allowed.
Because if the opposition campaigns on an anti-war platform and grows support, interviews on the media, and people show up to his campaigning, it could snowball into real anti-movements that are all currently being suppressed.
Nadezhdin is apparently a useful opposition figure kept around by the Kremlin for political theater who inadvertently became too credible by being able to potentially politicize normally depoliticized Russians.

I believe that the problem with Nadezhdin is that he can show some very minor genuine popular support which is apparently more than Putin can.

He's a crack that is now being caulked.
He is not controlled, he is doing a one-man show opposition with anti war demands etc. The controlled opposition isn't going against the grain of the party line and doesn't go against the establishment. 

He does/tries it openly now.
Well, there's a specific reason Germany in particular takes a very hardline policy on Israel-Palestine, it's basically written into their modern state.
Russian political influence in the west far predates neoliberalism. They don’t need lobbying groups to bribe who they want to bribe, not to mention their ideological allies on both the far left and a right. It’s hard to quantify, but there is a strong case to be made that Russian influence has decreased since the early/mid Cold War.
dosye shipona talking about the death of commander of the 3rd radio technical regiment on the 6th before ANY other source had it

>Also the death of the commander of the 3rd radio-technical regiment of the Russian Armed Forces was confirmed. As a result of the strike, the division's communications center was destroyed.

https://t. me/dosye_shpiona/470

death [confirmed on the 10th](https://twitter.com/front_ukrainian/status/1745040993785676165)

> It is reported that 🇷🇺Russian Colonel Ismagilov Vadim Nailievich, commander of the 3rd Radio-Technical Regiment, Sevastopol, 4th Guards Air and Air Defense Forces Army was liquidated


there were at least 4 other senior officers killed in those strikes on the 4th and 5th
Well that’s a bummer. I’m still going to leave the link I posted though because the info on the targeting priority is still interesting. Although if the first but was wrong the second might also be inaccurate
He writes in long form sometimes together with Kofman
Everyone, don't write us essays. If you got that much to say, post it publicly.
[removed]
Thought mods said there's a character limit
Ukraine has two forms of recruitment, volunteers and mobilizing/conscripting. 

Volunteers can be pretty much anyone, male or female, with allowances in their contract to serve in the branch, military occupational skill, and even the unit they want. Lots of units have their own websites and recruitment efforts, performing their own basic training, etc, with some more popular than others. And with some so successful (Like the various Azov formations) that they don't or barely need to tap into conscripted troops for manpower. 

When it comes to conscription, its VERY confusing, due to Ukraine's laws. Basically anyone from 18-60 can be called up, and they have annual conscription too, which could conscript 18 year olds and above. However, they have another law regarding mobilization, which is how they are currently inducting troops, and that has quite a lot of deferments. The current age limit is 27 years and older, with nobody with three children or more, no single parents, no parents of disabled children, no one currently holding an elected office in their parliament, nobody attending any sort of college degree program, and a few other rather insane deferments created prewar that were deliberately meant to limit the number of people who might be forced to serve (popularist measures). 

Ukraine has demographic issues triggered by the collapse of the Soviet Union and the large numbers of young people who emigrated in the 1990s and 2000s. The smallest military aged male population are those in their late teens and into the early to late 20s, and yet those are the most critical to serve as they make the best soldiers. The Ukrainians are will aware of their demographic issues, hence why they've performed measures trying to save their younger generations, but their mobilization issues are in such a crisis that they don't really have a choice. If they use their 18-29 year olds as soldiers and they die, Ukraine can damage their future. But if they don't make recruitment numbers, they will have no future. 

Since the war broke out, the Ukrainian govt have talked a great deal about steps to correct some of the various laws involving mobilization, such as lowering the mobilization age from 27 to 25 years old, limiting the number of deferments, etc. 

But almost none have either passed the Verkhovna Rada, and those that did weren't signed by Zelensky. 

Since mid-November, Zelensky has been under heavy pressure for a major mobilization reform to both increase the overall pool of eligible candidates, to allow existing troops who have been serving for 3 years or more to be discharged, etc. But nothing has come of it. 

Part of that discussion revolves on the number of troops they will need, and supposedly it's a range of 400-500,000 new troops. 

However, Zelensky says that Zaluzhny and the UAF provided him that number (and they deny it), while Zelensky is also uncommital while saying he wants further research and debate within the Verkhovna Rada before he involves himself in the discussion. 

Realistically, Ukraine needs to, at a minimum, replace the troops that are lost as casualties, accidents, and desertions; those would largely be combat arms troops in the Ukrainian Ground Forces, Air Assault Forces, Territorial Defense Forces, and Special Operations Forces, mostly junior enlisted and junior officers, mostly infantry. That number comes down to monthly losses. I wont provide numbers for those, since even the UA govt and military deem those state secrets, and any number provided it pure speculation. 

Additionally, they will still need to build more units, as the demand for unit rotation only increases as the force grows in size, so they'll need more troops of all types for that, of all ranks. That number varies immensely in terms of what they need/want to build, and what they can supply. IE, they can't built more tank brigades if they don't have more tanks to equip them, etc. 

Meanwhile, they will eventually need to start rotating out at least temporarily, maybe permanently, maybe discharging those who are already serving, to not only limit the negative effects of PTSD, but primarily to act as a morale boost for recruitment and sustainment: If troops think they will serve continuously until they are casualties, that's very depressing and few are eager. If they believe their "tour of duty" will end, it's more accepting for them to do their time. However, that will be exceptionally hard to accomplish, since so much of the existing force structure would already fall into that category, too many to be able to start discharging troops beyond a trickle. 

Currently, the last law that the Verkhovna Rada have been pushing is to try to discharge those who have served for 36 months. So that is the last crop of conscripts who were inducted a year before the invasion and then have served since. Prewar, conscript service was only 12-18 months, so they are quite overdo. However, even in that law that is being proposed, its more of a suggestion to discharge them if its possible, they're not outright saying they will (again, doing it at this point will be next to impossible). 

&#x200B;

>Lastly, how much would this matter if the Ukrainians aren't getting what they need in terms of ammo, armor, aircraft, and whatever else they're saying they need?

Not enough by a long shot. They don't even have the money to pay these new people. They barely have enough money to pay the existing people.  

And considering the existing major problems finding motivated, eligible conscripts, increasing the demand will new legislation will increase the numbers of unwilling conscripts too, who will need to be incentivized to serve otherwise the pressganging efforts will grow and need to become the norm. 

Paying them more is the easiest way to incentivize new troops to serve, and yet its the hardest for Ukraine to perform because they're broke, which means Western supporters need to provide the funding to allow Ukraine to essentially bribe people to allow themselves to be conscripted. 

Other ways include going onto the strategic defensive while fortifying the front lines on a greater scale, which means theoretically fewer casualties as they would be better protected and not expected to go on the attack as much, if at all. The less time they spend outside of their hardened positions, the less their chances of being hit.
> Has anyone given us an idea about what kind of mobilization we're talking about here, exactly? That is, what age groups would be targeted, who would be left out, etc.? I've read reports that the average soldier serving right now is over the age of 40, so that number would definitely go down, right? But at the same time, I assume Ukraine wouldn't want to risk its long-term demographic future by sending hundreds of thousands of its young men to the front, no? 

25+ (down from 27+). Some deferments are also being abolished, which increases the manpower pool a bit.   


>And let's say they go for significant mobilization: do we have a guesstimate as to how many men that would be, considering so many people left Ukraine in the early days/weeks of the war?  

Zaluzhny asked for 500k, but doesn't seem like political leadership liked this number  

>Lastly, how much would this matter if the Ukrainians aren't getting what they need in terms of ammo, armor, aircraft, and whatever else they're saying they need?  

Ukraine is starved for infantry, so it still matters. They also need manpower for rotations.
The debate on the new law envisions to lower the minimal age of mobilization from 27 to 25; people with limited fitness (rather than hard disabilities) who were exempt (or in some case mobilised but would only by sent to combat roles on a voluntary basis) will have to repass an examination and will be deemed either fit or unfit, and most civil servants should become eligible for mobilisation. Those left out are those you'd usually expect (those with heavy disabilities/lone fathers or fathers of many children/those who care for sick relatives/have had close relatives killed by Russians since the start of the invasion/..) but also students, some classes of civil servants (judges, top administrators, ..), etc. The average age of UAF soldiers is thought to be around 43 iirc, not sure it will go down so much though with the fitness reevaluations.

As for estimates, the number of 450-500K comes back often although it will probably be subject to change if it's too politically untenable (it's been one of the controversies between Zaluzhny and Zelensky, as the former advocates for such mobilization figures but Zelensky has emitted doubts and said he needs to be convinced of it being a necessity, however such a number also came up during discussions in Rada concerning the new law). There's also discussion about limiting mobilization to 3 years (and starting the demobilisation in 2025 of those who have been fighting since the start of the full-scale war) - but such a decision will also probably be impacted by the amount of people that will be freshly mobilized.

>Lastly, how much would this matter if the Ukrainians aren't getting what they need in terms of ammo, armor, aircraft, and whatever else they're saying they need?

It will always be the most important factor in any case.

As an add-on concerning the first line of OP, I really don't think analysts have been avoiding these topics; the need for wider mobilisation and the lack of ammunition have been at the centre of most discussions on the war in recent months and many Western authors have talked about both. They are also often discussed topics in Ukraine's media sphere.
Changing the age on paper won’t do much unless they put in competent people in charge of mobilization. Changing that won’t make much of a difference if the political will isn’t there. The demographics are less relevant when you are fighting an existential war. Zelensky has to make an unpopular but necessary decision. He can cry about it and try to avoid it making the situation worse or he can do what’s right to correct the problem now while it’s still very fixable. Ukraine doesn’t need millions of men — it’s not world war 2. What he says about money to train, feed and equip the men is true but of course that’s not Zaluzhny’s problem to fix and why there is friction between the two.
>But at the same time, I assume Ukraine wouldn't want to risk its long-term demographic future by sending hundreds of thousands of its young men to the front, no? And

I think this is the first time a major war is being fought by a country with a below replacement birth rate so we are in an uncharted territory.

Traditionally, you would mass mobilise 18-30 year olds as the best soldier material. The losses wouldn't matter much with the high birth rate and almost all women surviving.

Ukraine tried to preserve its 20-26 year olds but now the choice is between mobilising them and losing the war. This age group will produce relatively few soldiers, however, since it is very small, and plenty have already volunteered.

What Ukraine needs is to make its mobilisation of all age groups more efficient. There are just too many draft dodgers, evaders, fugitives, fake health cases.
I don't think it has been addressed at all. Even Kofman has been only superficially addressing the issue he must be aware is critical. My only explanation is that he deliberately chooses not to discuss a critical weaknes until it can be in some way resolved.

Most analytical pieces love discussing at length what weapon systems Ukraine needs, which FA-18s or missiles. They either completely ignore the manpower issue or say "it needs to be resolved" and quickly proceed to the next topic.

It's the same malaise, same obsession with technology we saw in 2022, when most would talk about NLAWs and Javelins stopping the Russian aggression, while failing to understand that it was the Ukrainian will to resist and the toughness of the Ukrainian soldier armed with old Soviet howitzers and tanks.
Please do not personally attack other Redditors. 

Try again without the personal jabs.
Thanks, that is a very useful explanation. My impression was always that the USA had a higher manufacturing GDP percentage than the EU.

So why is Russia able to ramp up military production quickly? Is a larger part of its 13% manufacturing share military-related?
I agree, after all the what 20:1 advantage in GDP over Russia cannot be dismissed out of hand.

The problem I am referring to is the relatively low percentage of manufacturing in the Western GDP. Even if your GDP advantage over the enemy is 20:1, that advantage is going to be much lower than 20:1 if most of your economy is service-oriented and the enemy's isn't.

I read somewhere, don't know if it is true, that the Chinese manufacturing GDP is twice the US.
[removed]
>It's pretty easy to outpace someone who is quite literally not racing you.

While it is true that the West is not putting in nearly the same effort Russia (or Ukraine) is in ramping up its military production, it is misguided to believe that the West is not trying to ramp up its production.

Had the previous dismissive references of GDP the size of Italy's, and a gas station masquerading as a country, been correct - it would have been easy to outproduce such a country even without "racing" (i.e. putting the Western industry on a war footing).

Yet, for some reason, it isn't. Which is why FT is reminding us just how wrong all those dismissive predictions were. It's worth keeping that in mind when we see new triumphalist announcements.
>embarrassingly behind and its not even worth a discussion

Embarrassingly behind what? China and USA, the world's only $25 trillion economies? I would say it's remarkable that with Russia's military spend both pre and post war they are producing what they are. When is the last time Italy launched a satellite? When did Spain produce their own 4++ generation fighter? Does the Netherlands produce thousands of cruise missiles per year? All have similar sized economies. Which country aside from the US and China produce civil aviation airliners independently? Australia or Canada? Not a chance.

Yes, compared to the US, Russia is hopelessly behind, but weighed in light of their military spend (especially given that much of it goes to their strategic deterrence) and their economy as a whole, I think it's somewhat silly to call it 'embarrassing'. I don't think Germany, who's military spend is even greater than Russia pre-war, would be embarrassed to have their own nuclear subs, next gen fighters, satellites, thermobarics, etc...
Sure. According to both Western and Russian sources, Russia has refurbished and produced about 1,500 tanks in 2023. Out of those 200-300 are newly produced T-90Ms.

How many new tanks the West produced in 2023? 40-50?

Estimates of production of new BMP-3 IFVs is about 400 per year. How many IFVs does the West produce?

Estimates are that Russia produced two million shells in 2023. How many did the West produce?

https://www.businessinsider.com/russia-ammunition-manufacturing-ukraine-west-officials-2023-9

Though we have no definite figures Russia certainly outproduces the West in all categories of tactical UAVs - FPV drones, observation drones (Orlan, Supercam) and medium and long-range kamikaze drones (Lancet, Geran).

New SPG production in Russia is (Russia-reported) as about 20 per month. I don't know what the Western annual production is but I don't think it is more than 12x20=240.
The Norks have plenty, but they like having multiple swords of Damocles hovering over Seoul's neck. There's a limit to how much artillery will flow Russia's direction.
That depends on if they could ever convince the PRC to support them materially. Would trading resource concessions for the Maritime provinces be worth enough artillery to take Ukraine?
> I think the count is pretty good, but it is difficult to make the jump to the 4 year timeline. For example, the towed artillery went down by almost 8,000, but where did they go? What happened to them? 

The observation is that they're not turning up at the front, because they're not turning up on kill photos, especially in the ratios they should, given how easy it is to knock them out, and how many of them *should* be there, if they were actually sent.

The inference is that they're being stripped for parts, most likely the barrels.
Yes, you are right. The limiting factor on both sides is the amount of shells, not the number of guns.

There is a certain difference is survivability if you have 100 guns firing 10,000 shells compared to 10 guns firing the same amount of shells but that's about it.
If someone would have said before this war that Ukraine would fight Russia to the point where it is pulling BTR-50s out of storage, decent odds they'd be called crazy.  That they're being refitted for combat role, well, is something else.

I really don't understand why ukraine wants bulgarian btr-60s.  Or more importantly, how the west isn't able to provide ukraine with better options from their stocks.  While fair point i guess, if we see Ukraine resorting to fitting them out for actual attack roles then my guess the end of their war won't be much further off.
Russia claims to be making enough new vehicles to meet demand. Pulling ancient BTR-50s out of the scrap heap shouldn’t be necessary if that was the case.
What about Russian subs?  Does UA have a counter?
>rotating Zaluzhny out might not have been a bad idea.

I don't think Zaluzhny was a particularly good or bad general. He seems competent enough, though the inability of the Ukrainian armed forces to launch coordinated offensives with units larger than companies is absurd and his plan for the Summer offensive appears hilariously bad in hindsight (poor coordination between units, threw brand new untested units against Russia's most heavily fortified positions with the expectation that the Russians would just run away, attacked on too many fronts simultaneously, wasted resources attacking around Bakhmut, etc).

That being said, I haven't heard a *single* positive thing about Syrskyi. Literally not one. I have heard a lot of bad things about him though, namely that he's a Soviet-legacy officer who wastes Ukrainian lives and material for tactical gains, employs "meat waves," and is the architect behind the loss of Bakhmut and the wasted efforts to retake it this summer. He's also supposedly *hated* by the rank and file for being so gung-ho about throwing their lives away and leading from the rear. If Syrskyi really was Zelensky's choice, I have even less respect for Zelensky than before, and it was already dangerously low. 

>and the number two - Budanov - is in charge of the important GUR.

I've heard this rumor a few times and it makes no sense to me. Budanov is perfectly placed where he is, there's zero reason to make him Ukraine's top general since he isn't a field commander, he's a spook.
>This is presumably why it hasn't been made official yet.

There were rumors that Zelensky asked Zaluzhny to step down, and he refused. Then the story that Zelensky was trying to oust him was leaked to the press, likely by the pro-Zaluzhny faction. If that first part is true and Zelensky did ask for his resignation, then he absolutely should have had a replacement ready to go. 

>But the replacement process involves asking for advice and negotiation with the involved factions (if only to confirm the presumptive nominee's consent), which implies informing them of his decision to fire Zaluzhnyi, and therefore risking a leak.

The risk of not having a replacement waiting in the wings immediately after ousting your top general is *way* worse than the risk of that decision potentially being leaked to the public in advance.
>I don't see how that assertion can be proved one way or the other.

When the *only* supply line into Bakhmut became a single dirt road that the Russians had fire control over, it was clear that the Ukrainians had waited too long to retreat. Then, they kept fighting in those conditions for months. The early stages of the battle were highly favorable to Ukraine, but when the Russians captured their flanks it was time for Ukraine to pull out. Instead they dug in and got the 93rd Mechanized Brigade chewed up for no real gain. 

>You can argue that a more efficient path to the same result did exist at the time and should have been obvious, but raising such an argument to the level of certainty would be a challenge.

It's hard to find experts who think holding Bakhmut to the bitter end wasn't a terrible decision. Hell, Mike Kofman, Rob Lee, and Franz Stefan-Gady were hinting that the Ukrainian position was in a poor shape many months before the Ukrainians finally pulled out.
>For one thing, Wagner *was* destroyed in the process

This is very easy to prove wrong.

Remember Prigozhin's mutiny? A Wagner force of 8-25,000 troops left their eastern Ukraine bivouacs in mid June, a month AFTER successfully taking Bakhmut, and they both stormed the SMO headquarters in Rostov and surrounding buildings while leading a long, combined arms, mechanized column towards Moscow. It's pretty hard to do that with a force that you're claiming no longer existed because it was destroyed by May.

Wagner was destroyed by Shoigu and Putin. First, the continued infighting allowed Shoigu to get permission from Putin to force everyone in Wagner and other PMC groups to sign contracts with the MOD, aka enlist, or be forced to leave the SMO/Ukraine theater. Because that would effectively destroy Wagner efforts in Ukraine, that spurred the mutiny against Shoigu. Which after being defeated through diplomacy caused Putin to effectively neuter Wagner, with only a few hundred still remaining in the organization by the time Prigozhin and Wagner top leaders finally assassinated, and then it finally being broken up.

Fun fact, Prigozhin's son is currently leading Wagner veterans that are contracted as assault troops serving under the Rosgvardia in Avdiivka.
> The public backlash then pushed Zelensky to deny the claims publicly, but he still very much wants Zaluzhny out.

Never really bought the "public pushback is why everyone's saying this happened but it hasn't happened yet" argument. 

Zaluzhniy's popularity was not a mystery.  The idea that a few hours of reactions on twitter made Zelensky perceptibly change his approach (or go into damage control) doesn't personally pass the sniff test.
>Guess why there's been no mention of Air USA anymore and legacy F-18s being aggressors? Something made that sale fall through, right?

The short of it was they didn't win a single contract so have no need for the aircraft.
> Because, fun fact: the US has the final say in where our FMS birds get sent. There are stipulations when a nation buys. We actively blocked the RAAF F-18s from being sold to a private corporation, and instead negotiated their transfer to RCAF and USMC. 

The only factual information I could find about this is that the sale did indeed fail to happen. DoD hasn't commented on it, and I could not find any statement to the effect of the jets being transferred to the RCAF or USMC.
I feel like were basically commenting on the same set of facts here, except trying to argue about it?

The -18 is on the way out. Both it and the -16 are being phased out for the -35s in various nations. The process of replacement has been bumpy, meaning that most projects have been delayed forcing countries to hold onto their -18 frames longer than they wanted, leading to fewer available aircraft for donation which are in worse shape than anyone intended them to be. This is particularly true of the -18, whereas European -16s have been better cared for, because most Europeans dont want to pay for new jets as frequently as the US does. 

Youre also getting into a whole host of other issues re: the F-16s which are totally valid, and something I've brought up in this forum before, but are not really related to the news item were commenting on? Which is that Ukraine called the Aus -18s trash, yet clearly prefer the Danish -16s. Its kind of an odd choice on the surface, though as I said to another person in this thread it makes a lot more sense (to me) if youre thinking on a multidecade timeline rather than a single year one. Hornet is on its way out, the -16 is not.
People need to stop with the all or nothing statements. Obviously the small number of western fighters Ukraine gets won’t suddenly change the battlefield or give them air superiority. That doesn’t mean they won’t be able to make material contributions by countering enemy cruise missiles, destroying Russian rotary aviation. Intercepting enemy glide bombing missions and using HARM missiles to further attrit russias GBAD assets. All of those missions are at the moment either not something Ukraine can do or not do efficiently with current aircraft.
If thats what they want tho, why couldn't the F-18 do that? Are they going to really run them ragged shooting down Saheeds? I mean this rhetorically, personally I dont think the Ukrainian position makes a ton of sense in the short term. Rather I see this as them planning for a longer post-war future. 60 F-16s are a nice investment in the next decade or two, -18s not so much.
Even warlords tend to like being easily able to trade for foreign luxuries or foreign guns, all other things being equal. Why they *don’t* see advantage to doing so in this case is an interesting question.
Nothing happened. ECOWAS sabre rattled, but ultimately no one was going to step up to do it. Nigeria is the big player in ECOWAS, and it's barely holding things together itself. Algeria stepped in to mediate, and everyone took the face saving exit.
The Nigerian president Bola Tinubu was ready to intervene but was stopped by the Nigerian senate. Without Nigeria any intervention was immediately not viable.
The most important thing is radar installations and we know those were targeted. You can speculate on a bunch of things the same way you are speculating that the change of tactics isn’t a forced decision brought on by a dilemma by US-UK dynamic targeting.
Aren’t NATO ships using missile-defense systems to actually *destroy* fired missiles? Or is that just something that can be done for strikes on military ships themselves?
I don't think this is accurate, the Houthis are going to be just as financially motivated as any other group. I think it's more accurate to say they're not prioritizing $$ at this time and are instead positioning themselves as defenders of Muslims in the region and Gaza specifically.   

Longer term, I think it's almost inevitable that the Houthis will essentially tax shipping through the Red Sea. They might end their attacks during a ceasefire or in the immediate aftermath of a longer halt to the war, but they're not going to walk away from such a massive piece of leverage over the global economy.
Please refrain from posting low quality comments.
[removed]
[removed]
I hear you; I don’t trust their reporting on the Israel-Gaza conflict at all, but the reporter was reading the statement from the defense secretary’s office at the time. 

I watch France 24, DW news, Reuters & Al-Jazeera to create my non-credible synopsis on things but at the time, Al-Jazeera was the only one out of the three (Reuters doesn’t have live tv news) to be speaking about the issue live.
What did assassinating Soleimani accomplish?
Killing Soleimani actually increased the number of attacks on US troops in the region.
[removed]
Carriers are very expensive, but give you global power projection. Most nations are not interested in anything beyond regional power, where you can meet aircraft range requirements with tankers.

The UK operates carriers because they still have far flung post colonial interests, same for France.
They probably saw an uncomfortable uptick in anti-war support so they decided to nip this in the bud before it snow balls out of control.
>I believe that the problem with Nadezhdin is that he can show some very minor genuine popular support

No, it's because he came out with credible anti establishment demands in his opposition campaign. Everyone else in Russia who'd have similar demands is either in jail, "international agent" and thus not able to be elected or fled the country

His campaign website says:

Peace

~~Militarism~~

Freedom of speech

Cooperation

~~Isolation of Russia~~

Europe's leading country

~~Hatred and paranoia~~

Civil society

~~Putin's vertical gov~~

Direct election of mayors

~~Falsifications~~

Fair elections
I strongly disagree with people dismissing Nadezhdin as 'controlled opposition'. He was an adviser and ally to Boris Nemtsov who was assassinated in 2015 for criticizing the 2014 invasion. So he is intimately familiar with the risk here, and yet he called for [Putin to resign live on TV](https://twitter.com/Gerashchenko_en/status/1662352521858252800?s=20) for this war anyways. Now, he runs for election with [some popularity](https://www.reddit.com/r/UkraineWarVideoReport/comments/19dm2tg/people_across_russia_queued_in_freezing/) and may be blocked - something that would be nonsensical for controlled opposition. Calling this man such gives benefit to the Russian government where it's not warranted (Putin 5D chess) while diminishing his actual bravery.
The second post uses a social media post (VK?) published on the 5th, so one day before Dosye Shponia. I fail to see how this suggests the channel has access to private sources.


That said, my main contention is the claim that this is a Russian (or pro-Russian) channel.
It’s not me. But the mods would remove a comment like that for attacking another user.
I agree user should have posted it publicly, but would it have been removed due to attacking another user?  I imagine that was their concern. 
Please do not personally attack other Redditors.
We don't control reports unfortunately (or if someone knows how to stop it please let us know)
He addressed it in that video interview he did that [you brought this up on last time](https://old.reddit.com/r/CredibleDefense/comments/192e671/credibledefense_daily_megathread_january_09_2024/kh2xksx/) and he also just addressed it in his Russia contingency podcast. I think the problem is that you don’t like his answer because he thinks it’s a very fixable problem.
Russia has always had a large defense industrial base. It was the second largest exporter of military equipment in the world after the US prior to the war. The war is also a very big deal to the Russian government, so they're funneling all available resources to their defense industrial base. The political will in Russia exists to funnel resources towards defense in Russia at the expense of other parts of the economy and government budget. They're willing to sacrifice to increase production to a degree that the West is not, and therefore they are able to reap greater production gains in a shorter period of time.
[deleted]
> My impression was always that the USA had a higher manufacturing GDP percentage than the EU.

The EU kept a lot of manufacturing inside the union by expanding to the (especially at the time) low wage Eastern European countries. A lot of these countries (Poland, Slovakia, Czech Republic, etc.) have essentially become part of the German supply chain. 

> So why is Russia able to ramp up military production quickly? Is a larger part of its 13% manufacturing share military-related?

Well I think the "Russia's economy is smaller than that of the Benelux" type comments are quite misleading. This might be true in nominal terms using current exchange rates but it's also true that in PPP terms Russia's economy is as large as Germany's (not saying that this is the ideal measurement, but it adds to the picture). Russia is still by far the largest country in Europe by population and their income per capita is only low when you compare it to rich Western countries. 

It's probably true that more of Russia's manufacturing is military-related, that is for sure a factor. 

My own feeling is also that we tend overrate logistical issues and the inability to ramp up military production while we underrate the lack of money that is put towards scaling up that military production. I think it is lame to complain about military industry not being able to deliver artillery shells when a 16 trillion economy like the EU puts up 1 billion EUR to fund said effort. Let's add a zero to that number and see what happens.
There's freely available data at hand, why wouldn't you look into that instead of speculating/guesstimating on this subreddit?

>The problem I am referring to is the relatively low percentage of manufacturing in the Western GDP. Even if your GDP advantage over the enemy is 20:1, that advantage is going to be much lower than 20:1 if most of your economy is service-oriented and the enemy's isn't.

Russia, similarly to its European peers, outputs around 2/3 of its gross domestic product via service sector.

Here's an interesting map of manufacturing share in GDP (value added, %GDP):
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/manufacturing-value-added-to-gdp?region=Europe
Please do not personally attack other Redditors.
While Glideer's contrarianism can be tiring, I find these repeated debates on banning him even more wearisome. Regardless of the extent to which his comments are informative or misleading, I consider it fairly deniable that the discussions that take place in the replies add value to the subreddit (perhaps excluding these repeated "ban him" discussions).
[removed]
Its not even a matter of not putting the industry on a war footing, its a matter that the West isn't trying, we live in a bouble where it seems that Ukraine and defense expenditure is the N°1 Issue, but it literally isn't by now its probably on the 4/5th place.
> While it is true that the West is not putting in nearly the same effort Russia (or Ukraine) is in ramping up its military production, it is misguided to believe that the West is not trying to ramp up its production.

Well, vis-a-vis Ukraine the US is quite literally currently not trying.  Europe is trying, but as we've established it's not the 1st or even 2nd economic priority right now.  If we go by money invested, it might even be lower.  

Which is my point - you literally get what you pay for.  If Europe pays 5 B to expand production of a specific item and Russia pays 30 B (these are sample numbers), it's really pretty obvious who's getting more.

>it would have been easy to outproduce such a country even without "racing"

Not "racing" as in going fast, "racing" as in **participating in the race**.  Currently the US is literally not participating, and it may be some time before that changes.
>Had the previous dismissive references of GDP the size of Italy's

That GDP comparison is relevant if you are looking at what the potential for any one country is in regards to its economic strength in international terms. If you want to make the comparison a lot more fair, you adjust for purchasing power; though that has its own issues, since it then normalizes the costs of things you either don't or can't produce domestically and are only available at market exchange rates. So usually a better marker is to combine market exchange rates and also the ones adjusted for purchasing power; then take some middle of those two. That puts Russia closer to Germany's level.

But even that isn't perfect, because if we take Germany for example; the cost of your average German is much higher than the cost of your average Russian. Insurance rates are a good measure of this, and you can look at the pre-war ones; Russia has about 5-10x lower life insurance rates than EU countries; and that's taking the average. When you take out Moscow/St.Petersburg out of the equation the differences are stark.  So for purposes of producing manpower for the front, Russia is uniquely positioned.

All of that said, there's another thing to consider; the whole of west with the exception of US and *maybe* France/UK have heavily divested from military procurement in the last ~30 years(oh and I guess Sweden/Finland fit here too). Russia ramped up its military procurements around ~2006 and when adjusting for PPP they were investing more than USA relative to GDP, double in fact from around ~2014 onwards. Since the war is in full swing, those numbers are probably much higher now. 

>which is why FT is reminding us just how wrong all those dismissive predictions were. 

You have plenty of analysis going back to ~2018 that is not so dismissive, Kofman had a good article about this back then.

edit: [here](https://www.defensenews.com/opinion/commentary/2019/05/03/russian-defense-spending-is-much-larger-and-more-sustainable-than-it-seems/) is the article from Kofman, it's from 2019 not 2018. [this](https://warontherocks.com/2019/12/why-russian-military-expenditure-is-much-higher-than-commonly-understood-as-is-chinas/) one is a bit more polished, same ideas. 

[this](https://www.cna.org/reports/2019/10/russian-military-expenditure) report(click on DL full report to get the pdf) goes into the nitty gritty details, I think the most relevant graph to look at is on page 20(Growth in Russian military expenditures, market exchange rate vs PPP exchange rates)
You might want to read the head of my comment. I'm addressing Glideers outlandisch claim. I dont know what your point is, when you take that into account.
The russians are never producing that much and you know it, it would show on the battlefield, and it doesn't, Russia's main source of everything is their Soviet stockpile.


Also you are conveniently forgetting the naval and air aspect of production, because in that field even the generous Russian estimates show that the russia isn't even in shouting distance
Now that they are nuclear, they will be more willing to pay with the shells IMO. 
I’m pretty sure China could get those concessions and more for less than that. Putin doesn’t have many options.
What resources do the Russian Pacific Maritime regions have that China actually needs or where China would not or can not domestically develop or exploit. The only possible resource is gas from Sakhalin.
>There is a certain difference is survivability if you have 100 guns firing 10,000 shells compared to 10 guns firing the same amount of shells but that's about it.

Fair point, i would however argue that it is much more difficult too coordinate 100 guns instead of 10, so pro's and con's

Also as a counterpoint to my argument, if you hope/know that more shell will come at least you can train the crew, have the piece ready when the opportunity arises, if you have spare guns
>I really don't understand why ukraine wants bulgarian btr-60s

I'm sure Ukraine would rather have thousands of Bradley's. But their need for AFVs massively outstrips supply. Many soldiers are still using commandeered civilian vehicles for transportation. I would rather be in a BTR-60 than a Lada Riva.
>If someone would have said before this war that Ukraine would fight Russia to the point where it is pulling BTR-50s out of storage, decent odds they'd be called crazy.  That they're being refitted for combat role, well, is something else.

Wars are strange that way, they reveal cracks where none were suspected. Had somebody told me that the USA would be buying 155mm shells from Turkey because it had exhausted its stocks in a proxy war I would have called them crazy. But here we are.
I never heard them claiming they make enough vehicles to meet the demand.
Well, Ukraine destroyed one Russian sub while it was in dry dock for maintenance. I don't think Ukraine has any surviving ASW capability, but on the other hand it isn't trying to do naval operations so there isn't much that subs can do against Ukraine either. They can launch missiles against shore targets, but there are plenty of other platforms that could do it as well. 

In theory Russian subs could start commerce raiding merchant ships carrying Ukrainian grain, which is why grain exports by sea only happen with Putin's agreement.
Ukraine doesn’t need a counter. Ukraine’s Navy is fighting an exclusively A2AD battle, and is winning.  In fact, Ukraine is doing to Russia in the Black Sea what western analysts believed Russia was capable of (on paper) in the Baltic Sea and Scandinavian region in terms of area denial ops. 

Russia has shown the BSF sub operations are either incapable of interdicting merchant shipping or has stood down from interdicting so as to not invite a stronger response from certain nations.
Sink them at anchor with ALCMs, or potentially USVs. 
In one of the recent articles, there was a rumor that a joint command of Syrsky and Budanov was being considered. Which would probably make the latter a glorified press secretary whose appointment is supposed to make people less mad about Syrsky being the top general. Kind of a waste if that happens.
> There were rumors that Zelensky asked Zaluzhny to step down, and he refused. Then the story that Zelensky was trying to oust him was leaked to the press, likely by the pro-Zaluzhny faction. If that first part is true and Zelensky did ask for his resignation, then he absolutely should have had a replacement ready to go.

The rumors at the time were that he'd offered the position to Budanov and / or Syrskyi, but they turned it down. I suppose he should still have clarified that matter with them before telling Zaluzhnyi he'd be fired, though.
>Instead they dug in and got the 93rd Mechanized Brigade chewed up for no real gain.

Can you quantify "chewed up"? I can't, and Ukraine isn't releasing casualty numbers, but there is no reason to think the 93rd was not rotated out of Bakhmut in good order. More recently, the 93rd is said to be operating on the [Kupyansk Axis](https://militaryland.net/news/recap-deployment-map-changes-week-48/), apparently still intact as a functional unit. I don't see anything to suggest it was ever rendered otherwise.
>A Wagner force of 8-25,000 troops left their eastern Ukraine bivouacs in mid June, a month AFTER successfully taking Bakhmut,

Comparing your most optimistic number of 25k to the 50k (minimum...) forces Wagner was said to have mustered, this falls well inside the usual threshold of "rendered combat ineffective" and goes well into "destroyed" territory. Wagner would never again be involved in combat, theatrics on the road to Moscow notwithstanding. Little evidence exists to support the theory that, after Bakhmut, Wagner numbered significantly more than we saw on the road to Moscow. We saw tents go up for a few thousand in Belarus and that was about it. In my view, Wagner was destroyed at Bakhmut and Putin only put the zombified corpse out of its misery.

P.S., that bit about Prigozhin's son is indeed a very fun fact.
I don’t think you can separate the eventual political fall out from the unfavorable casualties taken around Bakhmut. One played a large part in causing the other.

As for there still being people left to do the charge to Moscow, I don’t think the allegation was ever that they fought to the last man. They took grievous casualties, but there were still people left.
>Zaluzhniy's popularity was not a mystery.

No it wasn't. But it's one thing if you announced that Zaluzhny is out and another general is replacing him effective immediately, and another altogether if your plans to oust Zaluzhny are leaked and you're left scrambling to figure out your next moves after serious public backlash at the idea of his ouster. 

That said, I do think there's more going on behind the scenes here.
>The short of it was they didn't win a single contract so have no need for the aircraft.

Ah yes, no need for the aircraft. Great business plan - so great in fact that AirUSA no longer exists anymore and has been reformed/rebuilt as RavnAerospace, flying an L-39 and a couple MiG-29s purchased from post Eastern bloc nations.

That's not how any of this works - you've got the entire causation backwards. They didn't win a single contract because they had no viable adversary aircraft (and thus could provide no services), and the DOD knew they wouldn't get any of those adversary aircraft because the State Department (which handles FMS) was blocking the transfer of Australia's F-18s. No aircraft, no contract.

There was no way we were going to award a contract to a company that had no chance of providing any services.

Why do you think companies like ATAC, Draken, etc. largely operate even older aircraft and a predominantly foreign aircraft the US doesn't have much leverage/ownership of (like the Hawker Hunter, Kfir, Mirage, etc.)? Which reminds me: why didn't ATAC, Draken, etc., which did have contracts with the DOD, not then purchase the F-18s? By your logic, since they won those contracts, they could have made it happen and instead those aircraft were quietly transferred away to Andersen AFB, Guam, where they are sitting today back under US control.
> I feel like were basically commenting on the same set of facts here, except trying to argue about it?

Except we aren't. You're arguing about why the F-18 was a bad idea for Ukraine, when those same issues and considerations exist for the F-16s. And, not only that, so many of your 'facts' are plain false.

The F-16s were transferred in the end because the US authorized their transfer. That's the biggest factor. 

And it makes sense that the US would have a strategy to:

* Shore up our Canadian allies by authorizing the transfer of RAAF F-18s to RCAF
* Prioritize parts and spares for the USMC in the Pacific where they are still operating the legacy F-18s
* Be willing to cough up retiring F-16s from European nations actively retiring them, which means we won't be dipping into our own US inventory

>The -18 is on the way out. Both it and the -16 are being phased out for the -35s in various nations. The process of replacement has been bumpy, meaning that most projects have been delayed forcing countries to hold onto their -18 frames longer than they wanted, leading to fewer available aircraft for donation which are in worse shape than anyone intended them to be. 

I've already stated that isn't entirely true. The RAAF has gotten rid of all their legacy F-18s and have stood up their 3 x F-35 squadrons, and did it on schedule (you can look up documents from 2012 talking about the last classic RAAF F-18 flying til 2021, which is precisely what happened).

USN was never getting rid of the F/A-18E/Fs for the F-35s, and all of its legacy F/A-18 squadrons already converted to E/Fs, freeing up hundreds of legacy F/A_18s. Marines are indeed keeping legacy F-18 longer than expected in part because of F-35 issues, but they're down to a single hands worth of squadrons now, so there are plenty of F-18 parts around.

>This is particularly true of the -18, whereas European -16s have been better cared for, because most Europeans dont want to pay for new jets as frequently as the US does.

No it isn't. Some European F-16s have been around even longer than the legacy F-18 was in RAAF or RCAF service, being F-16As that were converted to MLUs. Legacy Hornet production went up til the late 90s (when the production line shifted to the Super Hornet. Not even sure why you are mentioning the US: the USAF's last brand new F-16 also came out around that timeframe, so we're talking similar ages of the newest USAF F-16s with the youngest F-18s. Most European F-16s, which are F-16A models, came out in the 80s, so their airframes are older than what your average legacy F-18 is now.

Now, Australia and Canada have participated in more conflicts and operations, so they've flown their jets more than most European nations. That's a better argument than which jet was cared for better (which begs to question how much those nations actually invested in keeping their F-16s updated). 

In addition, Norway, Denmark, etc. are all retiring their F-16s right now, and those are the nations giving up their F-16s. How do you not know they are also not at the end of their lifespans? 

>Youre also getting into a whole host of other issues re: the F-16s which are totally valid, and something I've brought up in this forum before, but are not really related to the news item were commenting on? Which is that Ukraine called the Aus -18s trash, yet clearly prefer the Danish -16s. Its kind of an odd choice on the surface, though as I said to another person in this thread it makes a lot more sense (to me) if youre thinking on a multidecade timeline rather than a single year one. Hornet is on its way out, the -16 is not.

Which, if you really think Ukraine is thinking that (and not the fact that they'll lose plenty of F-16s if they want to launch offensives to oust Russia out from the east), then they really are even bigger fools regarding airpower than I thought. Beggars being choosers is not a winning strategy.

They're literally being handed retired F-16A MLUs (many of whom are near their end of life) when there are new F-16V's rolling off the line. Maybe try to actually win the war first, then worry about upgrading fighters you'll inevitably lose if you really want to use them in an offensive manner.
> If thats what they want tho, why couldn't the F-18 do that? Are they going to really run them ragged shooting down Saheeds? I mean this rhetorically, personally I dont think the Ukrainian position makes a ton of sense in the short term. Rather I see this as them planning for a longer post-war future. 60 F-16s are a nice investment in the next decade or two, -18s not so much.

You're assuming they won't lose F-16s in this conflict, and that they aren't trying to win this conflict first before worrying about the future, which will necessitate a lot more losses going forward.

Everyone here is hand wringing about the why, when the easy answer is that it's because F-16s is what the US government approved for transfer, and because they were available from Norway, Denmark, etc. who are actively transitioning to the F-35 and have spare F-16s to give up. 

All those F-16s are FMS F-16s, which means the US has to approve of their transfer or how they are disposed (that way nations don't suddenly give up their birds to nations hostile to us), and a bunch of F-16 MLUs in nations transitioning away from them is the easiest solution.
Because war lords thrive in chaos.  A well run, prosperous country isn’t going to allow war lords to operate in the open. Chaos almost gives them some legitimacy
How much does official trade relations matter in places like this, if there's sufficient black market to get the kinds of resources they need anyway?
Did you miss the part about why they're living the ECOWAS? They didn't simply wake up one morning and decided they don't like trading.
Yes exactly, the military ships are shooting down both attacks on the military ships and attacks on cilivian vessels.
Successfull hits is definitively a better metric than just the missiles sent. 
However, in the end, it's about #traffic and #insurance_premiums, so insurance premiums still going up isn't a good sign.
Their position isn't the most stable in the world and the problem with trying to tax shipping long term is that they functionally put a price on their head.
Please avoid these types of low quality posting of excessive snark or sarcasm.
Typically when the guy in charge of a paramilitary organization dies that sets the organization back.  While the paramilitary organizations themselves are too vast to really touch with airstrikes, attacking more Iranian handlers will complicate the connection between them and their benefactors.

Plus, it levies actual tangible consequences against Iran, the entity actually providing the munitions to the group.
Has there been a single troop death between the contractor death that triggered the Soleimani killing and the Jordan base?

Also, even if we just count attacks, looking at a timeline seems to suggest nothing of the sort, but you're free to show sources otherwise.

EDIT: and to make it clear, I don't think killing Soleimani was a great idea because it sunk any chance of peaceful denuclearization, but I was not aware of what you claim.
Please refrain from posting low quality comments.
Realistically, national prestige is the other big reason countries pursue carriers.
All popular opposition activists in Russia at best has mixed feelings about him. The views that he expressed in his TV appearances (and the fact that he even showed up there to act as a punching bag makes him suspect too) are unpopular among Putin supporters, and at the same time, not liberal enough to appeal to anti-Putin crowd. 

The opposition rallied people to collect signatures for him because he was the only candidate who was allowed to start collecting signatures, and expressed anti-war views. They'd prefer someone like Duntsova, but she even got denied the application to start collecting 100000 signatures. 

Nadezhdin is basically a protest vote, his views beside the anti-war stance don't matter, and it doesn't matter if he's an organic candidate, controlled opposition, or controlled opposition gone rogue. Supporting Nadezhdin is currently the only safe and legal way to express anti-war sentiment in Russia, so people latched onto it immediately.
that post doesnt talk about where he was killed only where his regiment was based. also doesnt mention any of the other deaths. it also adds to the credibility of the channel 

> That said, my main contention is the claim that this is a Russian (or pro-Russian) channel.

a channel doesnt have to be pro russian to be russian (like me). it also doesnt have to be critical of the russian army and putin to be russian. youre going to be telling me that cheka is not russian or pro russian next even though its one of the biggest channels out there and has been active since long before ukraine
Very true and I did already in this post elsewhere. We also have a user we consistently calls Glideer "it" in their reports, which is frankly disgusting. 

The bigger point stands as well as don't be rude in reports to mods or other users.
This particular user has been doing it for a while now. Some of them are actually well thought out and written. But it's still annoying as reddit's report UI is not made for long texts.
Wait, so you're telling me Kofman **has** touched on this?
 
That's... hilarious.  An entire thread predicated on nothing.
Well, Russia's spending is also 6% GDP so they are not exactly in a full wartime mode.
Italy's share of GDP in manufacturing is greater than Russia's, that surely is a surprise to me, a welcome one, but a surprise nevertheless
>There's freely available data at hand, why wouldn't you look into that instead of speculating/guesstimating on this subreddit?

Mostly because I know I don't know enough about economy. Unlike some areas I know more about, like international relations or the military, I don't know enough about the economy to tell if a reputable-sounded source is pushing an agenda.

I know enough to see that something was very wrong with the 2022 unanimous predictions about the failure of the Russian economy, or the 2023 predictions about the oil cap eliminating Russia's oil income. If I post a good source here, like this FT article, somebody will offer a good explanation.
[removed]
[removed]
Thanks, I think I will have to reread this to digest it properly, but it seems to largely explain why it was possible to ramp.up.military production (cheap workforce and mothballed production capacity being revived since 2006)
It is not impossible that they actually produce that much, 200 T-90Ms and 400 BMP-3s would be a small percentage of the 1,500 tanks and 2,500 IFVs&APCs sent to the battlefield in 2023.

Yeah, the West is outproducing Russia in space, naval and air assets, but are they categories that are vital to the war in Ukraine?
North Korea is also undergoing a fairly rapid military modernisation given their limited resources, they have finally retired from active or reserve status their Early Cold War and WW2 relics in their arsenal (PT-76, T-54, T-34 and their myriad of WW2 artillery pieces), and have either converted them for training or as targets. Clearing out their older artillery stocks makes sense as part of this, especially as they look set to manufacture their own artillery pieces going forward.
They already are selling shells. They probably would be willing to sell guns too, but Russia isn’t at that point yet. Russia will want to delay that by as much as possible, since NK gun barrels are going to be of dubious quality, and small increases in angular dispersion lead to large increases in shell consumption per target hit.
The number of vehicles in western inventories or storage with capabilities that sit somewhere in between a bradley and a btr-60 is quite large.

What is also large is the logistics/maintenance burden between a civilian vehicle and a btr-60.
Exhausted its surplus stocks.  The US has not remotely run out of shells as a general matter.  And tbh munition shortage is something we were concerned about the west before this war.  Less so US and less so dumb munition, but imho not remotely the same point re russia running out of afvs in a war it is directly fighting in.

What I would have said was crazy was how poorly west has ramped shell production, but that is another matter.
> In theory Russian subs could start commerce raiding merchant ships carrying Ukrainian grain, which is why grain exports by sea only happen with Putin's agreement.

Aren't there still shipping routes that hug the western coastline?
>I can't, and Ukraine isn't releasing casualty numbers, but there is no reason to think the 93rd was not rotated out of Bakhmut in good order.

The fact that one of Ukraine's best units was rotated off the line after Bakhmut and then, in the middle of the Summer offensive, when Ukraine was desperate for skilled assault units, was kept in the rear for r&r for months says a lot to me. 

>More recently, the 93rd is said to be operating on the [Kupyansk Axis](https://militaryland.net/news/recap-deployment-map-changes-week-48/), apparently still intact as a functional unit.

December 2022 is almost a full year after the unit was pulled off the lines. Also note that I said it was "chewed up" as in "badly attrited" not "wiped out as a unit."
>Comparing your most optimistic number of 25k to the 50k

They're not my numbers. The low end is British intelligence, while the high number was Prigozhin himself.

I've never read anything credible that Wagner had 50k at any given time, only that they've had at least that many that served with them. 

Remember, a significant portion of Wagner PMC troops were convicts in disposable infantry roles only serving six month contracts, most of whom ended up as casualties. Some say as high as 75% of their force structure was convicts, those are the ones who took the vast brunt of casualties during the Bakhmut campaign, it would have been a revolving door of them coming and going/dying.

Meanwhile, Wagner was previously built on a high tier assault troops, often ex-Spetsnaz/VDV/etc, and their recruitment for those only got better during the Bakhmut campaign, who were a major competitor to MOD recruitment at the time because they paid better, had better leadership, were armed better, trained better, used smarter/better tactics, and achieved better results. Prigozhin didn't give a single shit about the loss of the convicts, the times he complained about excessive losses it was the professional assault troops that he was talking about. Those likely made up at least brigade strength, probably larger, though at any given time their strength was dwarfed by the convict strength simply because the latter was disposable and meant to take heavy losses, and used for so many of the assaults, so they needed more of them.

The most accurate numbers I've heard was that at any given time Wagner in Ukraine numbered about 25-30k (from Michael Kofman and others like him), which is roughly the top end of what was involved in the mutiny. Even the British intelligence cite 8,000, which is still more than they had before the Bakhmut campaign started (supposedly 2-3k during the May Popasna campaign), so they obviously weren't destroyed in Bakhmut if they ended with more than they started with. 

>Wagner would never again be involved in combat, theatrics on the road to Moscow notwithstanding

Not because of Bakhmut, but because of a mutiny. 

Which was ultimately caused by professional jealousy between Shoigu and Prigozhin over the former's lack of success and the latter's successes. The Bakhmut campaign made it worse, Prigozhin winning again made it worse, Prigozhin winning triggered the Shoigu contract order because Wagner wasn't needed anymore (they won) and that triggered the mutiny. 

Ergo, if the Ukrainians retreat earlier, and Wagner takes Bakhmut earlier, do you think that makes Shoigu happier or angrier?
> You're assuming they won't lose F-16s in this conflict, and that they aren't trying to win this conflict first before worrying about the future, which will necessitate a lot more losses going forward.

Im assuming they wont lose *most* of their -16s. 

>when the easy answer is that it's because F-16s is what the US government approved for transfer, and because they were available from Norway, Denmark, etc. who are actively transitioning to the F-35 and have spare F-16s to give up.

This doesn't jive with the story that was reported yesterday, which is that Australian Hornets were on offer and were realistically considered *before* European F-16s. So either, as the story reports, the Ukrainians rejected the deal *or* the story is missing vital context. You could be right, but this just really doesn't fit with the facts of the story weve posted. To accept this theory I would want to see some reporting on US ambivalence towards Hornets or an AUS deal.
Governance is not a one-dimensional spectrum with warlordry on one end and pacifist liberal democracy on the other.

A well-run, competent military dictatorship will eat an upjumped gang masquerading as a nation-state alive...but I suppose the skills and inclination for that are much less common.
Why are succesful hits a better metric than just missiles sent? I guess you are referring to the deployment of vessels but I thought the original post was referring to the offensive actions undertaken against the houthis and these are two totally different things. Indeed a better metric for whether the deployment of military vessels work as a shield for shipping is succesful hits, I don't think it's still as  good of  a metric  in regards to the offensive actions. And like you said whether there was actually a hit is not the most important thing if the shipping companies just don't want to even take the risk. Unless you can massively decrease the launches you aren't doing much.
Don't agree, the soleimani assassination was counterproductive.  degraded US reputation and strategic interests.  was illegal (international law, US law, deal with iraq and obviously iraqi law), dangerous precedent, had terrible direct consequences (ukrainian airliner and US base struck with ballistic missiles), complicated relationship with iraq and probably didn't achieve anything in terms of degrading irans threat to us.

Biden's strikes may be window dressing, but at least they're not harming our interests like that assassination did or like israel's disastrous offensive is hurting israeli interests.
[Here is NBC News article from September 2020. The attacks increased, however they never managed to hit someone.](https://www.nbcnews.com/news/military/attacks-u-s-troops-iraq-have-increased-says-u-s-n1239863)
>Supporting Nadezhdin is currently the only safe and legal way to express anti-war sentiment in Russia, so people latched onto it immediately.

Sad how even that was too much to handle
It does appear well written out. It's a pity to be slated to a report where only a few will see it. I hope they post it publicly next time as disinformation should be a plausible discussion in a defense forum, especially when using credible information and skew it to their desired rhetoric. 
>Mostly because I know I don't know enough about economy. 

Multiple users have pointed out that you sometimes read an article you don't fully understand and then make a statement about it that isn't true if you understand the context. I would very much appreciate if you caveat your posts in the future with what you don't know very well vs what you do.
200 t-90ms was the pre-war figure meaning that by now there should be at least 1000 T-90M's or about half the tank strength of Russia, but instead of those we see T-72 and T-80 and even T-62 and T-55.

The russians are using the BMP-3 less and less despite not losing 400 of them a year, how is that possible?

We were talking in general terms you said that Russia outproduces the west in most military fields and that is a flat out lie.
Honestly it depends on how much the Russians are willing to pay the North Koreans and what they need, North Korea despite being the butt of many jokes and memes, can actually manufacture reasonably accurate and reliable gun barrels, the Iranians experienced that with the Koksan pieces when they finally got decent ammo for them. The challenge for North Korea is scale, and can they get those factories spinning like they did in the 80's back from the collapse of the 90's.
> Im assuming they wont lose most of their -16s.

Then they aren't serious about using them and it's a large vanity project. 

You're also arguing about preserving F-16A MLUs built in the early 80s that were tapped out by air forces retiring them. Worrying about hoarding them, during a war over your existence, when F-16 Block 70s are coming fresh off the production line - makes absolutely no sense.

>This doesn't jive with the story that was reported yesterday, which is that Australian Hornets were on offer and were realistically considered before European F-16s. So either, as the story reports, the Ukrainians rejected the deal or the story is missing vital context. You could be right, but this just really doesn't fit with the facts of the story weve posted. To accept this theory I would want to see some reporting on US ambivalence towards Hornets or an AUS deal.

[The US is the one that approved](https://www.reuters.com/world/us-approves-sending-f-16s-ukraine-denmark-netherlands-2023-08-17/) the transfer of F-16s from Denmark and the Netherlands.

Why would Denmark and the Netherlands need US approval to transfer their F-16s to Ukraine? Because the transfer of any FMS bird requires US approval!

Same thing for Australia. If Australia wanted to transfer its F-18s, it would have needed approval from the US first. Australia and Ukraine starting talks is largely irrelevant, because even if Ukraine wanted them (which that article claims Ukraine rejected them), it would have needed US approval. And it would be absolutely hilarious of Ukraine to reject them, which really highlights their deficiencies in knowledge on air warfare. As I've said before... good luck with a bunch of MLU F-16s.

And, fact is, by the time the war in Ukraine started, those 70ish remaining RAAF F-18s were turned to museum pieces, transferred to the RCAF, [or the remaining all fixed up and flown back to US custody, where they are being stored at Andersen AFB in Guam (conveniently providing a lot of spare parts for the USMC Hornets)](https://www.defenceconnect.com.au/air/12053-final-f-a-18-classic-hornet-arrives-for-history-retirement), which is also where the negotiations on buying those remaining 46 for a private corporation came up, albeit it appears those birds are now held by the US at a depot. The US easily approved transfer of those birds to RCAF and that deal with the private corporation has quietly died.

And it makes sense that the US would:

* Shore up our Canadian allies
* Prioritize parts and spares for the USMC in the Pacific
* Be willing to cough up retiring F-16s owned by European nations actively retiring them, without dipping into our own US inventory
>Why are succesful hits a better metric than just missiles sent?

If you hit radar installations then it significantly limits the accuracy of missiles. Why are you ignoring that there was no way to attack radars without offensive actions? It’s also just a matter of numbers. If we can get half of the missiles before they are launched then the chance of them successfully hitting a ship is much lower than if all of them are launched.
>ukrainian airliner

Wh... what?

That Ukrainian airliner was carrying almost exclusively Iranian civilians, dual citizens and otherwise.  Iran blowing it up due to AD incompetence is a tragedy and an incredible embarassment to Iran but to list that as a direct consequence of Soleimani (or a US strategic interest) is very faulty imo.
Thanks, I did not know that.  Nonetheless, it's manifestly obvious after this past week that it's the strikes that actually hit something that are the problem.
Well whoever it is I've resolved to just publicly post it from now on because I'm kinda sick of my report screen bugging out each time it happens. I've begged and pleaded multiple times in the past and nothings changed.
>you said that Russia outproduces the west in most military fields and that is a flat out lie.

OK, I'll amend that - in most military production categories related to the war in Ukraine.
Not saying US is culpable for the downing, but it was certainly in the 'but for' universe of consequences from the assassination.  Unintended consequences are part of the reason we shouldn't act recklessly.

Sure it was an embarrassment to iran, but it was also an embarrassment to US.  None of those people would have died unless we did that assassination.  Their lives were certainly not worth it.

Not sure what your point is re dual citizens.  A dual canadian citizen is no less a canadian citizen.
All this unnecessary drama could be avoided if you simply banned u/glideer and his bot upvote army – the source of so much misinformation and consternation on this forum. 

Instead, the mods have tied themselves up into a Gordian Knot with convoluted mental gymnastics and precedents on why you can't ban this one egregiously rule-breaking user. I look back to the 2 or so months last year when they were absent from the forum – the quality of discussion was so much higher. 

Now, I can look forward to 2 or 3 posts a day that contain thinly-veiled propaganda. And the best part is the community members you were hoping would consistently correct misinformation have simply given up, including myself. 

I see non-credible posts often now by users like glideer and u/surenas1 with wild, botted upvote numbers and only a few comments from less attentive users who haven't picked up on the intent of the post.

What can I say? Well done mods. I know your job is hard, but you've only made it harder for yourselves. And consequently worst for every user here.
I am quite curios to know if this "production" will keep up after the End of the stockpile of usable soviet equipment in the magazines, for shells it surely didn't
[removed]
Contrary to your opinion, Glideer's karma is authentic. If you really looked, you'd notice that Glideer's posts are either highly upvoted or highly downvoted. His good posts are highly upvoted, his bad posts or posts that have been routinely debunked are highly downvoted.

That's fine if you don't want to engage with him. Other people still do. But it's telling that you point out specifically the 2 people, the only 2 people in this sub I should add, who have a very anti-west view. If you want an echochamber, feel free to browse another sub but we're not doing that here. Some of surenas and glideer's contributions are bad but they are also very often good and gives us a good glimpse of 'the other side'.
[removed]
Please do not personally attack other Redditors.
I have seen both upvoted and downvoted posts by said user. The only difference is in how blatant the the propaganda their pushing tends to be.

I'm not convinced that the massive upvotes they receive, often within minutes of posting fairly ho-hum links by their standards, are genuine. If as mods you have tools that guarantee the authenticity of these upvotes, feel free to correct me.

>But it's telling that you point out specifically the 2 people, the only 2 people in this sub I should add, who have a very anti-west view. If you want an echochamber, feel free to browse another sub but we're not doing that here.

This is where you lost me. I don't think I've seen any very pro-western views constantly peddled on this forum by any user. Nor is it incorrect to point out extreme anti or pro views as being harmful to the overall discussion. It's precisely because of their extremist nature that I and many others have pointed them out before.

Many of the members might be posting material originating from western institutions, but it never comes off as propaganda or misinformation. It's just because those users happen to be from western countries, and their sources are typically in line with what we know as credible.

Meanwhile, surenas1 and glideer typically post articles that are extensions of russian or iranian government propaganda – aka the definition of non-credible. They use colorful language and half-truths that are completely absent from most of the posts in what you described as an echochamber.

It would be nice to have articles from the other side that are credible or that do not push a narrative. But these by their very nature are illegal in authoritarian governments, and in any case they have certainly not been provided by either of the users that I fingered. There's no need to settle for propaganda of any kind.

It's more alarming to me that you are aware that these members purposefully curate their contributions with anti-west propaganda, yet choose to do nothing.
[removed]
Please do not personally attack other Redditors.
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Please do not personally attack other Redditors.
